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PREFACE. 


1, Tub multiplicity of works on sanctification and Chris- 
tian perfection, and consequently the various opinions 
that exist as to these Scriptural terms, one would think 
should elicit an apology for undertaking to offer the 
Christian world an additional volume- This supposition, 
also, we should regard as just, did wo presume to sustain 
some old theory that has been long enough in existence 
to prove itself neither truly Biblical nor practical. No 
apology, therefore, do we offer, except this Review itself. 

2, No effort has been attempted whatever, or desire 
felt, for authorship in writing these arguments. He who 
would write a book merely for the sake of authorship is 
not more likely to gain his end than he is to beget a' 
thing in his own likeness. This may account for the 
fact that there are now more authors than authorities on 
this very subject. 

3, A work setting forth a clear theory and a possible 
practice of sanctification we have felt since the bpginning of 
our study of theology to be a desideratum^ not only of our 
own Church, but perhaps even more so of other denom- 
inations, Our humble effort has had its origin in neeessity 
and in our personal hnowUdge of that necessity. For, as 
far as we are able to say, even the Christian ministry, at 
the present day, is in need of more light on the doctrine 
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herein considered. This is to be inferred from many con- 
siderations which might be given, most of which the reader 
can discover in the body of our work. TheorekmUyj the 
views of authors on perfection have been so obscure tluit 
their readers have generally expressed much dissativsf ac- 
tion concerning them — a fact well knowm, PracticidJy^ 
out of the many professing regeneration, we scarcely 
ever find one professing entire sanctification, as held ami 
taught by our writers. Well did Bishop Ilamlino, in his 
recommendation of Dr. Peekes work on Christian perfec- 
tion, say, ^‘In a word, every cardinal doctrine embraced 
in our creed and in our pastoral ministrations seems to he 
extensively and encouragingly practical, except that of 
Christian perfection. This seems to be a mere specula- 
tion in the Church, so far as forty-nine-fiftieths of her 
members are concerned/’ 

4. Our dedgn has been to teach, as far as possible, 
what the Biblb says concerning sanctification. Acconl- 
ingly, we have begun our work with the beginning of 
Divine revelation. The true starting point is in the 
Abrahamic covenant, where it is manifestly taught and 
represented to be a part essentially connected wuth that 
covenant. It will appear from our work that Moses, 
David, the prophets, Christ and the apostles taught it 
either directly or indirectly referring to the compact wdth 
Abraham. He who does not teach the doctrine as con- 
sidered in that covenant, does not take it up in its proper 
theological relation ; and ho who takes a text over in the 
Epistles as his and thus begins the wrong end of 

Scriptural research, betrays his misunderstanding of the 
whole subject. Wo have tried faithfully to adhere to 
what is Scriptural in all cases* We did not set out to 
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try to establish any uninspired man’s opinion. It is true 
Tve are largely indebted to the Avritings of others, but 
these are brought in in an incidental manner as having 
said things exactly suitable to sustain our view primarily 
taken from the Bible. They did not say them with a 
direct intention to sustain a view the same as our own, 
for this they had not, 

5. In Part I of the work, embraced in the first ten 
Arguments, we have exhibited mostly those difiiculties 
wdiich attend the commonly-received theory of perfection. 
In Part II we have taken up the proof-passages wliich 
have usually been held to sustain what is called entire 
sanctification. Such words as occur in important proof- 
passages have been examined wherever they oecur^ their 
radical meaning being first assumed, and by fair com- 
parison of essential points of review we have settled down 
on our conclusions. 

6. The manner of our arguments and exegesis has 
been, in all instances, what we call fair. Our rules of 
interpretation are such as are established by the able 
writers wdiioh our Church and other orthodox denomina- 
tions acknowledge. While we have quoted all our com- 
mentators, we have chiefly relied on Dr. Adam Clarke, 
as himself being an entire sanctificationist, to settle the 
meaning of such words and texts as he held suitable to 
our arguments. It would have been vain for us to labor 
to prove what tlio advocates of the theory in review 
acknowledge. In our review of texts much relied upon 
by all who have written before us, we have strongly 
asserted our propositions and points of debate, and have 
then been careful to argue them cogently. In such cases 
we have inquired for the Bcope and the context; things 
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■wliicli our 'Writers lia'ro scarcely mentioned at all on any 
proof-passage. A weak argument we regard as worse 
than none at all, on any subject; therefore no have tried 
always to advance such, plain and strong points as will 
meet the approval of the true theologian. 

7. The entire Review is presented in twenty-four con- 
secutive Arguments. These depend, like the books of 
Geometry, to some extent on one another. It seemed 
best to us to argue under leading propositions in order 
to elicit such points in review as would bring out the 
truth in its strongest colors, and thereby enable us to 
come to fair conclusions. 

8. This necessary investigation, by propositions and the 
examination of each word having an essential bearing on 
our Review, has required a more voluminous '^vork than 
■would otherwise have been needed. It is hoped, there- 
fore, that these remarks will be a sufficient ai)ology for 
writing as extensively. Ror one undertaking to write a 
new theory, however Scriptural ho may be, coming into 
competition with views of long standing and from repu- 
table sources, would prefer the imputation of prolixity, 
though he might not justly deserve it, to the charge of 
not having accomplished his undertaking, and thus render 
himself liable to unjust and severe censure, simply in 
failing, through brevity, to adduce the arguments within 
his reach, and absolutely necessary to strength and 
clearness. • 

9. It is hoped that the criticisms wliich wo have offered 
from the original languages of the Holy Scriptures will 
not be regarded as unnecessary or pedantic. The Bible 
being our “ JiuU of Faith,'’ we liavo found it proper to 
appeal to the originals, not from choice, but from a 
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necessity pertaining to perspicuity. As to those who think 
a writer’s cause hopeless, when he is obliged to go to the 
originals, let them bear in mind that such has been the 
custom with all theologians and commentators where a 
difference of opinion exists. Those who have written on 
this very subject have done the same. Such a course 
actually forms a part of a critical review. 

10. Wo are not unaware of the fact that our undertak- 
ing renders us liable to satire, most likely from those 
who are inclined to regard truth as depending more on 
antiquity than on close investigation. Should we have 
such readers, we respectfully suggest that an honorable 
refutation of our arguments may appear more timely 
than an unsolicited accusation, “ffmian auihoniy is 
often put in the place of Divine. The mind, conscious 
of its weakness, and averse to laborious inquiry, is prone 
to repose confidence in the authority of great names.” 
(Bishop M Thomson.) Ghruth can never be marred of 
its luster by the friction of rigid investigation. 

11. The fact that wo have iliffcred from reputable au- 
thors chiefly as to sanctification being external and the 
fruit of regeneration, instead of its being an additional 
distinct work within, may at first appear novel and per- 
haps averse to some. But it is well to observe, that, in 
the course of the following arguments, we have, upon the 
whole, quoted our eminent Methodist writers perhaps 
more than any recent writer on the subject of perfection 
has done, or eovUd poshly do in support of another theory. 
As already montionod, we have appealed to them in many 
instances to prove the position which is now presented to 
the public. While our belief of the questions, upon the 
whole, is mi generis^ it is a remarkable fact that their 
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■writings, generally, so ■well support our position. Tn truth, 
so far as our view seems to depart from thcii-s, we do not 
say that this disagreement is not as much a departure 
from them as it is a want of consistency on their o-wn 
part with themseh’cs. lie who will carefully read our 
authors, as to their theory of perfection, and reason on 
its difficulties on all sides, and then duly consider this 
Review, we are inclined to think, will regard us as doing 
more to reconcile their theory -with themselves and with 
reason than any thing else. For wo think their ideas of 
regeneration every-where are too strong to be compatible 
with the necessity and the ‘posuhililjj of a greater work 
in the soul. 

12. It is hoped that no one will impugn our motive.^. 
We have truly had a pure intention. We have ■written for 
the glory of God and the benefit of man. Of cour.se w<' 
expect to pass through the furniuio of unrolcuting public 
criticism; but supposing our roctal pure we fearle.s.sly 
commit it to the flames. It has been our object to treat 
our excellent commentators and critical writers ■with that 
profound and merited respect whicli is justly theirs. No 
man living desires to esteem them more highly than we 
do. Perhaps no men over deserved more credit for their 
beneficial labors to mankind tlian those vm-y men who 
aimed to tench pure Scriptural holiness. We are always 
sorry to find a Methodist family, in respectable circum- 
stances, who arc not in possession of tho.se instructive 
and holy writings. Such men are scarcely fit jbr any 
office of profit to the Church. They can hardly he su])- 
posed as devout in their families. The work.s of Mr. 
Wesley, Dr. Adam Clarke, Rev. Richard Watson, and 
Mr. Benson, should, in whole or in part, be found in 
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every Christian family in onr Church. We have not 
presumed to review those great and good men under the 
idea of refutation, but for the justification of our position 
in part. In scores of instances they incidentally speak 
out the very doctrine that we have advocated in this 
work. On the other hand, our intention has been to 
give light and instruction on the important doctrine of 
internal purity and external holiness. The work now 
offered to the reader, however imperfect it may seem, is 
the result of several years of almost incessant toil. No 
one but he who has tried the like can form a pi'oper idea 
of the labor it requires. We hope to be understood in 
all that we have done. However strongly we may have 
argued, and set forth our sincere belief, let the whole be 
regarded as suggestive. Our Review wo offer as a hum- 
ble and unassuming volume. The Bible is the common 
property of us all. If we are incorrect, we shall be glad 
at any time to find our errors refuted, and the way to 
eternal life more clearly pointed out. If we have erred 
our difficulty is in the head and not in the heart. Of 
this the reader will please take due notice and govern 
himself accordingly. May truth, intelligence, and true 
piety be promoted in the believer, and our blessed Lord 
AND Savior Jesus Christ be glorified, in this the first- 
fruits of the author’s pen I then shall he feel tliat his labor 
is not m vain in the Lord, and that he has an ample 
reward. 

S. raANKLIN. 


OiNOiSNATi, 0., May 1, 1866, 
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AEaUMENT I, 

That rogonoration, which always aceompanios justification, is a sinless 
state of the soul. Argued on the ground that Abraham fills his part 
in the covenant. Wo infer, 1. That God did his part in the covenant j 
also, 2. Christ is given ; 3. He was a sacrifice for all men ,* 4. All- 
sufliciont j 5. Abraham had all the benefits of Christ’s blood j 6. But 
Abraham’s moral condition was simply justification; T, Lot us tako 
the hypothesis that sin does remain in one justified ; 8. Abraham 
had perfect faith, and why should sin remain ? 19 

AEGUMENT II. 

i continue to argno, That regonoratlon is a sinless stato: 1. Argu> 
ment from Acts xiii, 38, 39 ; 2. Col. ii, 13 ; 3. Gal. ii, 20, 21 j 4. The 
results of justification argued from Bom. v, 1 32 


AEGUMENT III. 

) still argue that regeneration is a sinless state; 1. Eph. iv, 24; 2. 
The idea of a ermiion implies sinlessnoss; 3. Sinlessness implied 
Mr. Watson’s definition ; 4. Begenoration contrasted with a fallen 
state; 5. Certain theological writers 46 


AEGUMENT IT* 




Sinless regeneration admits further Scripture proof: I. St. Paul no 
whore in Bomans teaches entire sanctification, so called, each chap- 
ter being examined, II. The blessing taught, being the new truth, 
is held to be sinless : 1* The apostle’s confidence ; 2. The regenerated 
are excused from further preparation to meet God ; 3, Christ’s blood 
is represented as applied, which cleanses from all sin *, 4. Begenera- 
tion saves the soul eternally; 6. The manner in which the prophets 

13 
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entire sanotifieationists themselves, Pock, Wesley, Clarke, Watson ; 

2. Scripture, John i, 12, 13, and iii, 3, etc.; 3. Phil, iii, 7-9. Two 
observations, («) The apostle speaks of the now birth only; (h) its 
sufficiency to save; 4. Gal. v, 5, 6; 5. Dako xv, 7 ,........,***.*..354 

argument in* 

Regeneration is tho only blessing, as a work of the Holy Spirit in tho 
heart, that ever Christ preached during his whole public ministry. 

1. Christ’s preaching always implied the covenant made with Abra- 
ham; 2. The very terms of that covenant arc mentioned... 161 

argument X* 

Entire sanctification, as an inward blessing subsequent to regeneration, 
is objectionable. Here eight objections arise....... 161^ 
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JUSTIFICATION AM) REGENERATION. 




A 


REVIEW OF WESLEYAN PERFECTION. 


JUSTIFICATION AND REGENERATION. 


ARGUMENT I. 

The design of this Argument is to show : That begeh- 
EBATION^ WHICH ALWAYS ACOOMPAKIES JUSTIEICATION, IS A 
SINLESS STATE OE THE SOUL. 

This proposition we argue on the ground that one just- 
ified and regenerated fills his part of the Abrahamie cov- 
enant, When God called Abraham out of Ur of the 
Chaldees, foreseeing that ho would justify the heathen 
through faith, he entered into a covenant with him in 
which he preached to him the Gospel, saying, <‘In thee 
shall all families of the earth be blessed.” According to 
the command of God he entered Canaan. Subsequently 
to this, the Ijord appeared to Abraham in a vision, “And 
he brought him forth abroad, and said, Look now toward 
heaven, and tell the stars, if thou be able to number them : 
and he said unto him. So shall thy seed be. And he 
believed in the Lord; and he counted it to him for right- 
oousness that is, justieication. This language, found 
in the fifteenth chapter of Genesis, is the doctrine of the 
Abrahamie covenant in full, as to its spiritual meaning, 
benefits, and blessings; for we notice in this: 1. That a 
very numerous spiritual posterity is promised to Abrahatp, 
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wliich can only be through Christ. 2. Abralunn himself 
receives justification and regeneration. 3. The offer of 
the Messiah, set forth in the words of the Lord to Abra- 
ham, is by St. Paul called a promise, wliile we have called 
it, above, a covenant, or rather God’s part in the cove- 
nant, so fiir as it relates to spiritual blessings, and yet 
there is no contradiction. For, we are speaking of tho 
covenant considered as something existing between iti'o; 
but when St. Paul called it a promise, ho had reference 
to tho part in tho covenant ■which God had promised to 
perform, and to tliat only, as in tho expression, “ For tho 
PROMISE that he should bo the heir of the ■world, etc. 
Rom. iv, 13. 4. In Genesis, chapter -xvii, the same 

thing is called a covenant, because tlicro God GOidiniiH tlie 
relation previously existing hetween himself and Abra- 
ham, saying: “I ■(vill establish my covenant between mo 
and thee.” At tho time Abraham received justification, 
tho whole covenant, with all its conditions on tlie part 
of both God and man, was in tho Divine Mind. Faith 
was man’s part in order to justification and regeneration. 
Afterward, when tho relation hot^svecn God and man was 
estallished—th.a.t is, when all things pertaining to the cov- 
enant of grace bct'woon God and Abraham were ratifio'l — 
the further external part was affixed to the same covenant ; 
namely, circumcision, the sign of the faith whicli he had in 
God by which ho received justification — (he “sea! of the 
righteousness of the faith which he had being yet nneireiim- 
eised.” 5. We may safiidy conclude, then, that it is proper 
to use tho word covenant, to express the plan cniploycsl liy 
the Lord to bring himself and rt'hellions man together; 
and we use it in tho same sense in which fit. Paul used 
the word promise. Now, Dr. Adam Clarke says : “ Cove- 
nant, from con, together, and venio, 1 come, and signifies 
an agreement, contract, or compact between two partie.s, 
by which both arc mutually hound to do certain tilings, on 
certain conditions and penalties.” The part wluch God 
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promised to perform in tie covenant, contract, bargain or 
compact made between himself and Abraham, was, in sub- 
stance, that his own Son Jesus Christ should be born of 
the descendants of Abraham, and that in him “ all fam- 
ilies of the earth should be blessed,’’ which blessing 
includes that of eternal life. This much God promised, 
with many other temporal blessings and favors ‘which 
need not be mentioned here. As to Abraham, the other 
party to the covenant, and, also, the example of all true 
believei'S, faith was the term or condition in the covenant 
which God required him and those who should walk in Iiis 
steps to exercise. Men have always been saved through 
faith in Christ, even antecedent to God’s presenting the 
plan of salvation to man in the covenant. Abel offers 
his ^‘'more excellent sacrifice” ^^by faith,” which implies 
that the covenant then existed in the Divine Mind and 
purpose. 

This helps us to see more extensively the mercy and 
love in God’s plan of redemption to a lost world. Man 
had sinned against God. This sin in its effects and 
tendencies had separated God and man. He became “ an 
alien” and without God in the world.” The Divine 
command having been broken, it was impossible for God 
to save without a proper vindication of his holy law. He 
offers his only Son, as his own part in the covenant of 
mercy, on the condition that he will save mankind, through 
him IF they hclievo, as their part in the same covenant. 
Hen CO, being separated, by this covenant of grace — cow, 
together^ they come — God and man convene. They 

come together; mercy is offered on condition. Man has a 
full and sufficient Savior ! 

Now, although Abraham was the particular person with 
whom and in whom God made this covenant, it was, never- 
theless, made for us Gentiles, every one, just as much as it 
was made for Abraham, It was not written for his sake 
alone to whom it shall bo imputed; but for us also, to 



22 REVIEW OE WESLEYAN PEBi^ECLION. [VAm 1. 

whotn it shall bo imputed, if we believe on him that i*aised 
up Jesus, oux’ Lord, from the dcad.’^ It is on this ac- 
count that wo are justified, regenerated, and saved from 
all our sins when we believe, simply because ^YC comply 
with the or condition of the Abrahamic covcmuit, 
which is faitlu For if wo are unbelievers, being such, ve 
break this term of the covenant; and if the term of a 
covenant is broken, the covenant itself is broken and is 
rendered null. St. Paul meant this, seeing that the Jew 
expected justification by the mere observance of the law, 
independent of faith, and concerning this fact said: For 
not through law was the promise — God’s part in the cove- 
nant — to Ahrahain or to his seedj that he should hr (hr hnr 
of the worlds hut through justification on account of faith — 
man’s part in the covenant. For if they who arc of law 
he heirs j faith— the term of the covenant— & nmir void, 
and the promise— tliQ term of the covenant on God’s 
part — is made null. Again : I do not set aside the grace 
of God — manifested in giving the Abrahamic covenant of 
meraj—for if justification is through law — vus you Jews 
suppose, instead of through faith, the ])roper term or con- 
dition in the covenant — then Christ — whom God promised 
as his part in the covenant — died in vain. We arrive, 
therefore, at this conclusion, both legally and Scripturally 
correct, to which, also, the apostle came, that if the term 
of a covenant is broken, the covenant itself is broken; 
and the one Imeaking it has no right or title to any of the 
blessings or benefits promised thex^ein from the other party 
to it, which he would bo entitled to had ho kept the term 
which the covenant required him to keep. This very same 
principle is recognised in all agreements between two 
parties in civil law, where verbal contracts and articles of 
agreement exist between them, which contracts and arti- 
cles are really, and in their nature, covenants between the 
parties. In all such instances the law aixns to make the 
party to the covenant, which breaks the term, pay the 
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cost of suit. Hence it is that many religionists make a 
grand error, involving the soul in eternal consequences. 
This I Bay with duo respect to the opinions of others. 
Those who teach and believe that all men will finally bo 
saved, irrespective of moral character and faith, must ex- 
cept all u)ibdievc?-s, at least, as to number, a very respect- 
able class indeed. For God will deal with them as cove- 
nant-hreakers. One of the characters whom St. Paul 
represents God as giving over to a I’cprobate mind, is 
a “ covcnant-bi’eaker.” Rom. i, 31. He does this because 
Christ for such has died in vain. Those, too, who style 
themselves CnniSTiANS, who seek for justification from 
all sins by uniting water-baptism with fixith and repent- 
ance, as an absolute condition of their acceptance with 
God, as if baptism was a part of the condition of the 
Abrahamic covenant, are like the Jew — they do not com- 
ply with the tortn which God proposed and established j 
but as the Jew complied with the works of the law, as a 
substitute for faith, so do they bring water-baptism and 
introduce it as absolutely necessary ; that is to say, as a 
substituted condition of justification, and thereby they 
frustrate the grace of God, for if righteousness justi- 
fication — came by ” water-baptism, “ then Christ is dead 
in vain.” The moralist, also, is in the same predicament 
wdro expects favor from God, as a passport into everlast- 
ing life, on account of his morality, who brings this to 
God as a substitute for the term in the covenant of grace. 
Such a plea God can not receive. The man who supposes 
that ho or any portion of the human race has been abso- 
lutely and unconditionally elected to eternal life by means 
of a decree, is equally mistakep. For such a decree 
would run counter to the covenant in which God offers 
salvation to man on the condition that he believe in God. 
Such a decree of eternal election and reprobation on the 
part of our wise and merciful Creator, would be equiva- 
lent to, lie himself not indeed makina null his own plan 



24 


KIVIEW OE WESLEYAN PEEEECTION. 


[PAIIT I. 


of saving man in a oovcmani^ aud treating Intn :is a moral 
agentj by the use of an arbitrary decree from all eternity, 
but in its very nature it must exclude tbo i<lea ot iho 
covenant of grace, on the condition of faith on the part 
of lost man, ever having been made, ilio cloctiincb, 
therefore, of arhitrarij grace and free grace arc iueon- 
sistont with themselves; hence, one of the systems must 
be rejected wholly. It 'we renounce the froc-giace system, 
wo renounce the Abrahainic covenant ; juxd since no living 
man can conceive of Christ as the fcjavior of nuiu outside 
of or apart from this covenant, in rejecting it we reject 
Christ forever, and thereby salvation is '‘nipped in the 
bud!’' We must, therefore, refuse the arbitrary ihmyo 
of grace, if it bo lawful to call it grace, vsinoc it carries 
off our Savior entirely, and wo wot not what is bec.ome 
of him.’’ It is very conclusive, then, that all such re- 
ligionists, by breaking the condition of the covenant of 
grace, in which ctlonG wo have Christ offered, l)y that \ery 
act break the covenant itself, and God has no where elseg 
in all his Word, offex’cd salvation to men. Such persons, 
therefore, by breaking the covenant in any way, ilirtmlly 
through unbelief, nogloct, or substitution of its tornis, 
have no Christ at all. They, so to speak, te/i~Clirist 
tlicmselves, they uneovenant themselves, ami if evex’ 
must be saved by some other means — some other f^avior 
than Christ, for Christ they have not. I\> them Iw is 
‘‘dead in vain.” They liavo “frustrated the grace of 
God.” But out of the covenant of grace they arc undone, 
even if we look for another ; for “ other foundation ('Uu 
no man lay than tliat is laid, which is Jesus Christ,” 
Hence, “ho that belicvcih on the Hon hath (everlasting 
life — ^because ho fills the condition of the Abnibamic cove- 
nant: and ho that bcliovetli not the Son shall not see 
life — because ho does not fill the condition of the same 
covenant — but the wrath of God abidoth on him”— Christ 
for him died vain,” and tlieim is no Lamb to bear away 
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liis sins. The burden of the Grospel, as preached to 
Abraham and to us, is summed up in the message of 
Chi'ist to his disciples : Go ye into all the world and 
preach the Gospel to every creature. Ho that believeth — 
that fills the term of the covenant — and is baptized — as a 
fruit or sign of his faith — shall be saved : but he that be- 
lieveth not — that does not fill the term of the covenant — 
shall be damned.” As in the days of Abraham, he who 
was uncircumcised, who kept not the covenant sign — 
rr^<; KctTTewc;^ pTOoJ^ of JUStiJiciZtioTl OU dC-" 

eou 7 ii of faith^ Eom. iv, 11 — was cut off from his people, 
because he hath hrohen my covenant f so is it now, “ he 
that believeth not shall he damned/^ While we see, there- 
fore, on the one hand, the eternal loss of the unbeliever, 
of whatever order he may be, it all amounts to the same 
thing ; namely, the breaking of the covenant, the conse- 
quent privation of Christ as a personal sacrifice, and the 
eternal loss of the soul. Let him that readeth understand. 
On the other hand, we see that by complying with the 
condition of the covenant, to obtain remission of sins, the 
covenant stands, God is pledged, Christ is given, and 
through him we have justification, and at the same mo- 
ment regeneration and eternal life.” ‘‘Ho that be- 
lieveth on the Son hath everlasting life.” John iii, 36. 
Abraham “ believed in the Lord, and he counted it to him 
for righteousness.” Here the tug of war begins. To 
what extent was this “righteousness” — justification? 
Was it an entire sanctification of the soul — ^taking this 
phrase as men have used it — or were there still remain- 
ing, in the soul of Abraham, the roots of sin, like a field 
full of stumps, which roots should spring up again in the 
heart of the patriarch, or perhaps in after years be de- 
stroyed entirely by means of the whole or entire sanctifi- 
cation of his heart ? In other words, was the regenerated 
state of Abraham’s soul a sinless state? Was sin re- 
maining in him still, in part, so as to require him to be 
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‘Mvliolly sanctified/^ as some express it? We hold, in 
accordance \Yith the propositioHj which wo started out to 
prove, that Abraham’s regeneration was a suilcsa state. 
This wo deduce from several considerations arising from 
the fact already explained and proved, which fact is, that 
Abraham performed iiis part in the covenant, ami so 
stood in covenant favor with God. 

1. The first deduction is, that God must, as the other 
party to the covenant, perform ins part because the 
patriarch, in believing, had done his. (a) The truik of 
God, as set forth in his iwomisc, is some evidence to us 
that he must, consistently with his divine character, give to 
Abraham, in his regeneration, a soul enftreU/ f^inlcss. ddio 
promise to Abraham at this time was, Look now toward 
heaven, and telh[Hcbrcw number] the stars if thou be able 
to number them : and ho said unto him, So shall thy smal 
be.” Hero is a promise based on the truth of Him who 
is not man that he should lie.” Man’s promise may 
fail — God’s can not. (b) The oath of God had virtually 
been given; for when Abraham offered up his son Isaac 
the Lord said unto him, Because thou hast done this 
thing, ... I tviU multiply thy md m (hr Hiarn of 
heaven'' Now, as Abraham’s offering up Isaac was a 
proof of his faith, whereby tliat faith was made |R*r- 
fect” — James ii, “22 — so the oath of the Lord, becunsc^ 
Abraham had made the offering, was a proof to him that 
his spiritual seed, promised in the original promise on 
which ho believed in God, would be as the stars in number. 
That is to say, because Abraham confirmed his faith by 
works, or shoioed his faith by the outward act, so did the 
Lord confirm his part in the covenant with an oath. But 
as Abraham’s work did not make him any more pure^ as 
to soul, than when he first believed, but simply sliowod 
that he had held fast his profession, so the oath of the 
Lord showed that he was still determined to do his part 
in the covenant as when first made; and so Abraham 
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confirniis his foith by the deed, and the Lord confirms his 
own part with an oath. Prom this we may see that, from 
the beginning of their covenant relation, God’s purpose 
to do his whole piU’t in the compact, in case Abraham did 
his, was as good as confirmed by a promise and an oath. 
These ai'C what St. Paul refers to when he says, “ God, 
willing more abundantly to show unto the heirs of promise 
the immutability of his counsel, confirmed it by an oath, 
that by two immutable things, [the promise and the oath,] 
in which it was impossible for God to lie, we might have 
strong consolation, who have fled for refuge to lay hold 
upon the hope set before us.” Heb. vi, 17. Our de- 
duction, therefore, is, that if there is a perfect state of 
purity of heart or sinlcssnoss in this life, Abraham had 
it when he believed and received justification, because it 
was both promised and, wo may say, sworn to by the 
Almighty. 

2. Our second deduction, as to Abraham’s sinless state 

when justified, is, on God’s part Christ is given, 

(a) The history and genealogy of Christ show this. 
That he was a descendant of Abraham through Isaac, 
Jacob, Judah, etc., Matthew and Luke both show, giving 
his genealogy. Now, since Christ came through Isaac, 
who was miraculously born, and thus the evidence given 
of God’s promise being fulfilled while Abraham lived, a 
mere pwtial deliverance from sin in his case is surely 
incompatible with the genealogy and birth of an all-suffi- 
cient Savipr. (h) The language of the promise, “ In thee 
shall all families of the earth be blessed,” sufficiently 
proves that Abraham had Christ, to whom alone it can 
refer. And Christ said, “Abraliam rejoiced to see my 
day,” etc. 

3. Christ was the sacrifice for the sins of the patriarch 
and those of his posterity. 

4. Christ is an all-sufficient sacrifice, (a) “ His blood 
cleanseth us from all sin.” (6) Those who hold to 
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entire sanctification/'* as such, agree to this efficacy in 
his blood. 

5. It follows, therefore, since Abraham had Christ, in 
whose blood we have redemption, that he had a sinless soul 
in the regenerated state, for he had all the benefits of 
Christ ; if so, the redemption which is in his blood ; but 
his blood ^^cleanseth from all sin,"" and this is all that 
entire sanctificationists can claim ; and indeed this quota- 
tion from St. John is one of their proof texts. 

6. But Abraham"s moral condition was simply justifica- 
tion. (a) The account of the matter, as given by Moses, 
is that his faith was counted to him for justification, which 
is the meaning of the Hebrew word translated righteous- 
ness,"" and the Septuagint has SixatoffuvT^u — dihaiosynen — 
the same as found so often in the IsTew Testament, where 
it means justification, (h) St. Paul, when reasoning on 
the doctrine of justification by faith, in his ably-argued 
Epistle to the Eomans, constantly treats of that one sub- 
ject, as the verb to justify and the noun justification 
show, which he there employs. In this Epistle he speaks 
of Abraham and the covenant made with him, and quotes 
the very passage — Gen. xv, 6 — where his conversion or 
justification is recorded, (c) He also mentions the bless- 
edness of the one to whom God does not impute sin as 
mentioned by David, so that we have apostolic authority 
for saying that David spoke of a man simply in a just- 
ified relation, (d) But regeneration is acknowledged to 
be the work wrought in every soul the moment it is 
justified; therefore, according to Moses and St. Paul, 
Abraham was in the regenerated state, but David says 
that to such God does not impute sin. Hence regenera- 
tion is a sinless state of the soul. I mean by this that 
the work is complete in the soul and no sin left there — 
the blood of Christ has been applied which cleanseth 
us from ALL sin.^" ‘^Blessed is the man to whom the 
Lord doth not impute sin/" Now, if the Bible be the 
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standard in this argument, the conclusion looks very 
plausible that the proposition in hand is quite correct. 
But let us take the hypothesis, 

7. That there is sin yet remaining in the heart of one 
who is regenerated. If sin remained in Abraham while he 
was justified and regenerated, then, (1.) It was by default 
of one or the other of the parties in the covenant. If the 
default was on the part of God, then he either would not 
or could not save from all sin in the moment of regenera- 
tion; if the former, he breaks his promise and virtually 
his oath, which would be revolting to our views of his 
holy character. If the latter, that he could not, we im- 
peach his almighty power. (2.) The default, then, must 
have been on the part of Abraham, who failed to believe 
to the full extent. Then, {a) God in recognizing him as 
the subject of grace, on the supposition that he exercised 
only a partial degree of faith, virtually broke the term or 
condition of the covenant himself, in blessing him in part, 
independent of Abraham doing his part; and so he, him- 
self, repudiated the covenant, which can not be a cove- 
nant except its terms are observed by both the parties to 
it. Kev. Richard Watson very sensibly says: ^^It could 
not be a covenant unless there were terms — something 
required, as well as something promised or given — duties 
to be performed, as well as blessings to be received.^’ ^ 
Therefore, the impeachment, as before, lies against God; 
and if he can recognize man in a degree for a mere par- 
tial faith, on this hypothesis, why not wholly recognize 
him without any observance of the covenant term, at all, 
and let the doctrine of Universalism prevail? (&) A 
partial blessing, granted on God’s part, in answer to a 
partial faith, is inconsistent with our received views of 
God as an adorable Being who demands the whole heart. 
When God proposed to save man, who was lost and 
fallen, on the condition of faith, it is understood that 
Theological Dictionary, Article Covenant. 
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approaching him there is no self-righteousness to recom- 
mend us to him. 

In my hand no price I bring j 
Simply to the cross I cling/' 

is the doctrine of the Bible expressed by the poet. The 
meaning is, that Christ has suffered for m, in our room 
and stead, and if ve lelme it we are saved. The debt is 
paid for us. 

Believe in him who died for thee ; 

And, sure as ho hath died, 

Thy debt is paid, thy soul is free, 

And thou art justified." 

The words of Mr. W. P. Burgess on the atonement, as 
quoted by Mr. Carvosso, page 229, are very cogent and to 
the point here. He says : “ The merit and atonement of 
the Savior are the price by which ALL the blessings of 
the new covenant may be purchased; they constitute a 
PULL equivalent; for their value is inestimable and in- 
finite. Whoever, therefore, approaches the footstool of 
Jehovah, trusting solely m the merit and atonement of 
Christ, pays down the PULL price for every blessing that 
he claims, and may expect it on the ground of justice. If, 
in our dealing with our fellow-creatures, we bring a full 
equivalent in our hands, and pay down a fair price for 
any commodity which we need, it would be injustice to 
withhold it. Even so when we ask in the name of Jesus, 
for full redemption and entire purity, justice requires that 
our prayers should he heard^ and our petitions granted. So 
that if God be just, he will not only pardon our sin^ hut 
cleanse us from all unrighteousness. Thus, then, we see 
the justice of God in furnishing us with strong encour- 
agement, and emboldening us to ask and receive every 
elessing purchased for us by the adorable Savior.’^ Ac- 
cording to the theology taught in this quotation, all of 
vhich I think is correct, when Abraham believed in Christ 
lis debt to Divine justice was paid, and God, as a just 
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Being, in accordance mth his own largain or covenant — 
for this is the sense of it— must give him a full equivalent^ 
which equivalent he did receive when regenerated, unless 
Christ did not satisfy Divine justice when he died for 
man, which we are not prepared to receive. (3.) Still 
reasoning on our hypothesis, if sin remained, in part, in 
Abraham after he believed, how is he ever to be cleansed 
from all that remaining sin, so as to pass from the re- 
generated state to what some call the state of entire 
sanctification? (a) If he believed once and did not ob- 
tain entire sanctification, as such, may he not fail again 
on the same ground? (6) If there was a falling short of 
entire sanctification the first time, what conceivable chance 
is there, in the nature of the case, for that great blessing 
being obtained the next time, or on any other subsequent 
approach to Grod? (c) Since the advocates of entire sanc- 
tification, as they regard it, hold that faith is the means 
by which it is to be obtained, as well as the means by 
which we obtain regeneration ; and since faith is the term^ 
on man’s part, in the Abrahamic covenant, in which cov- 
enant alone justification and regeneration, as the only 
spiritual blessings of the Gospel, are found, what conceiv- 
able hope is there for any further blessing in the same 
covenant, unless we suppose that God is changeable and 
will do more at one time than at another under the same 
circumstances, in the same covenant, and by the same 
means ? 

8. But Scripture proves that Abraham had perfect faith 
when he was justified, and why should sin then remain 
in him? 

When he afterward ofiered up Isaac, his faith by that 
act ^‘was made perfect,” says James. He did not mean 
that his faith previously to this was imperfect, in the sense 
of a merely partial faith, but that Abraham showed that 
he had from the moment of his justification a perfect faith; 
for he says, in a preceding verse, Show me thy faith 
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•without thy works, and I will show thee my faith by my 
works.’’ Christ taught the same when he said : By their 
fruits ye shall know them.^’ So the circamcision of Abra- 
ham, fourteen years after his justification, did not make 
him any more pure in heart, did not intensify his faith 
any, in the sense of a more complete compliance with the 
covenant condition, but it was simply for ^^A seal — or 
proof— of the righteousness of the faith which he had 
yet being uncircumcised.” This teaches that his faith was 
the same thing all the time, and not in the least falling 
short of the requirement of the covenant; hence it is 
called THE faith. 

Therefore, since Abraham had a perfect faith, when 
justified, God in justice must have given him a perfect 
salvation, but that salvation was simply regeneration; 
hence regeneration is a perfect work, and if perfect, then 
SINLESS, and our proposition is true. 


ARGUMENT II. 

We continue to argue, That regeneration, which 

ALWAYS ACCOMPANIES JUSTIFICATION, IS A SINLESS STATE 
OF THE SOUL. 

If SO, there can not be, as some suppose, ^^the seed of 
all sin” or the former corruptions” remaining. 

1. Acts xiii, 38, 39 : it known unto you, therefore, 

men and brethren, that through this man is preached unto 
you the forgiveness of sins : and by him all that believe 
are justified from all things, from which they could not be 
justified by the law of Moses.” Here the believer is said 
to be justified from all things^ as to which the law of 
Moses failed. And if ^^from all things f why should we 
believe and teach an entire work of grace in the heart, to 
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be obtained at some indefinite subseq[uent period to justifi- 
cation, -wben tbis text tells us that justification frees us 
from all things? Rev. Richard Watson is quite clear on 
this subject. He says, The justification extends to all 
past sins; that is, to all guilt contracted previously to 
that time at -which the act of justification takes place. In 
respect to this, it is, while it remains in force, a most 
FULL, PERFECT, AND ENTIRE ABSOLUTION FROM WRATH. 

^All manner of sins^ is then forgiven. The pardon 
which is granted is a ‘justification/ not merely from 
some things, from many things, from most things, but 
from ‘ ALL things.’ Acts xiii, 39. Grod does not justify 
us, or pardon our innumerable offenses by degrees, but 
AT ONCE. As by the law of works he is cursed who 
‘continueth not in all things’ which that law enjoined, 
so he who is truly absolved by the Grospel is cleared 
from ALL and every thing which before stood against 
him ; and ‘ there is no condemnation to them that are 
in Christ Jesus.’ 

This language, we presume, is beyond objection, since 
it is the substance of Scripture. Yet the inquiring mind 
is ready to ask the question, If regeneration be a “ con- 
comitant of justification,” as the above-quoted author 
says,t and if regeneration consists in a purifying of the 
soul by the Holy Spirit, since the word concomitant means 
an “ attendant ” or “ companion,” and since justification, 
one of the “ concomitants,” is such a thorough work of its 
kind as the capital letters in the above quotation indicate, 
how is it that regeneration, the concomitant of this iTior- 
ough justification, should not be an entire purifying of the 
heart ? If justification be an entire absolution from wrath; 
if it extends to all past sins ; if all manner of sins is for- 
given ; if it is a most full and perfect absolution ; if it is 
not by degrees^ but at once^ and if it be a work for man 

Theological Dictionaxy, Article Justipioatioit. 
t Institutes, Vol. ii, Part Second, chap. xxiv. 
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and in his favor, while regeneration is a real work done in 
the man, why should one be thus tlioroiigh, although merely 
not in or ujpon niM, hid for him and in his favoi', as 
Mr. Watson says, and regeneration, the work in the soul, 
be partial ; in which regenerated state he also says, The 
former corruptions of the heart may remain, and strive for 
the mastery Is there not, in the nature of the case, 
something unreasonable in this doctrine? It is said, by 
Mr. Watson, that ''no man is justified without being re» 
generated and adopted and, this being so,ds it not a 
manifest inconsistency to say, since the two graces are 
concomitants one of the other, that the work done fo7 the 
33 Qar)L — justification — -should be thorough, and its concomi- 
tant done in him— regeneration-~-should be so imperfect as 
that "the former corruptions of the heart should remain 
and strive for the mastery The doctrine of " corrup- 
tions^^ and "the seed of all sin^’ remaining in the heart 
of an "adopted^* child of God seems to us not only an 
incongruity, but absolutely inconceivable.f 

2. Col. ii, 13: "And you, being dead in your sins and 
the nncircumcision of your flesh, hath he quickened to- 
gether with him, having forgiven you all trespasses. ’ 
Three things are observable in this text. 1. That the 

Institutes, Vol. ii, Part Second, chap. xxir. 
f A long time after writing the first four arguments of this Review— and 
indeed after writing the whole work-in which wo have denied the exist- 
ence of sin in a regenerated soul, the ^‘Repository or Holiness ” for 
January, 1865, “A Religious Monthly, published in Springfield, Illinois, 
edited by Revs. John P. Brooks and Milton L. Haney, falls into our hand. 
It contains an article headed : “ Thk Twofold W obk oii* Salvation, by 
Bishop I). W. In this article the Bishop speaks first of justifica- 

tion correctly, and in the usual way. He says: ‘‘Justification merely 
afiTects the forensic or legal relations of the individual.^' la the second 
place he speaks of the inward work connected with justification, and agrees 
with us exactly in denying sin in a regenerated soul. We think, however, 
that he has unfortunately used “entire BwiGtiJication ,” Banctijhatiou ” and 
“ Olristian perfection,'^ where he should have used the term rctjencratlon. 
He says: JSntire sanctification implies an entire cleansing of the soul 
from its moral defilement, and the plenary endowment of it with all the 
graces of the Spirit of Hod. And why may not the work of sanctification 
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Colossiansy previous to their embracing Chris tianity, were 
dead in sins and the uncircumcision of* their flesh. 2. That 
Christ had quickened them together with himself before 
the writing of this Epistle. 3. That he had forgiven 
them ALL their trespasses. The question now to be de- 
cided is, whether the moral condition of the Colossians 
was that alone of a regenerated state, or have we any 
evidence that their condition implied, when the apostle 
wrote to them, that they had attained unto enthe sancti- 
fication as such? 

Let us bring out the three points mentioned and com- 
pare them with the Epistle to the Ephesians, which, in 
language, agrees very much with the one to the Colos- 
sians. In the second chapter it is said: ^'And you hath 
he quickened, who were dead in trespasses and sins: 
wherein in time past ye walked according to the course 
of this world, according to the prince of the power of the 
air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobe- 
dience ; among whom also we all had our conversation in 
times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires 
of the flesh and of the mind; and were by nature the 
children of wrath even as others.’' Now let it be observed, 
that here are the first and second points of resemblance 
between the two Churches ; namely, the original condition 

be as broad and as perfect as that of justification? Indeed, is it not mar- 
velous that they who believe Justification may he absolute, complete, should 
deny the possibility of the same completeness in the work of sanctification? 
Hath not He, who alone oan justify, the same power to sanetify ? And 
hath he not promised it in the same latitude and fullness 7 This we under- 
stand to be the standard of attainment, termed in the Scriptures, and justly 
regarded by many as Christian perfection — full and perfect justification, 
and full or perfect mnctifcatioii. We know no other definite and absolute 
perfection to which the Christian will ever attain, either in this life or 
THE LIFE TO COME. The growth and enlargement of his spiritual powers 
will be illimitable and eternal. But this meets the essential requirements 
in order to salvation; the sentence of death is revoked; the defilement 
that unfits for heaven is washed away. The truth of the declaration is 
attested, ' He is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from 
all unrighteousness.’ ” It is very convenient to have the Bishop on our side. 
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of both was that of being dead in tfespasses and si7is^ as 
the first point ; the second is, that Christ had quichened 
each Church and made it alive with himself, and that this 
same passage will show that the Ephesians were in^ a 
regenerated state, without any reference to entire sanctifi- 
cation as such, is conclusive from the eighth and ninth 
verses : For by grace are ye saved through faith j and 
that'' — ^namely, that ye are saved by grace through faith — 
“not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works, 
lest any man should boast." Here the state of being 
quickened together with Christ is called by the apostle a 
salvation — a salvation through faith- a salvation not of 
works, lest any man should boast, All this is, in sub- 
stance, the very same language which the apostle uses in 
speaking of justification, wherein he says that God might 
“be just and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus. 
Where is boasting then ? It is excluded. By what law ? 
Of works? Hay; but by the law of faith." Rom. iii, 27. 
In this connection St. Paul is constantly speaking of God's 
plan of justifying men ; this is seen, not even to mention 
the context and the scope of his argument, because he 
continually uses the very word to justify^ and he shows 
that to exclude boasting it is a blessing obtained by faith 
and not by works. This, therefore, decides the condition 
of the Ephesians, who had been dead in trespasses and 
sins, but who had been quickened^ which quickening we 
are taught was through faith, and was a salvation — not of 
works so as to prevent boasting. Therefore, since regen- 
eration is the concomitant of justification, the quickening 
and the justifying of the soul; that is, the quickening 
and the regenerating of it are the same, the two Epistles 
being compared. But in the Epistle to the Colossians, 
the apostle speaks of a forgiving of all trespasses, 
and in that to the Romans he speaks of a death to sin. 
Therefore, justification includes a forgiving of all tres- 
passes or sins; and if all sins are forgiven God doth 
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NOT impute any. Why, then, should man impute it? 
Why should man say that sin is only suspended, not de- 
stroyed? Why say, ^^The former corruptions of the 
heart may remain and strive for the mastery?’’ Observe, 
St. Paul does not say that the penalty due to sin is not 
imputed to the justified, which would mean complete just- 
ification in the abstract, but he says that sin, itself, is not 
imputed which must mean absolute sinlessness in the 
soul. Sin in a regenerated soul seems impossible: for, 
if the angels in heaven have NO sin imputed to them, 
their absolute blessedness is therein implied; and so, as 
complete purity they have as we are able to conceive of. 
But as to the passage under consideration, in the second 
chapter of Oolossians, we have still more evidence to 
show, that the blessing of regeneration is as thorough a 
work of grace as is conceivable and obtainable in this 
life. For he says, “In whom also ye are circumcised, 
with the circumcision made without hands, in putting off 
the body of the sins of the flesh by the circumcision of 
Christ.” jSTow, in the Epistle to the Romans, where the 
apostle is in a fixed argument with the Jew, on the doc- 
trine of justification by faith, he says, “He is a Jew 
which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the 
heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter, whose praise is 
not of men but of God.” From this we learn that the 
circumcision which Paul mentions in Oolossians “without 
hands,” he defines, in the Epistle to the Romans, to be 
that “ of the heart, in the spirit.” This constitutes a Jew 
indeed and in totum. But this was all the blessing, as to 
the heart, concerning which we have any evidence to say 
that Abraham ever had, and he was a Jew and the father 
of all the faithful. And if justification — ^including regen- 
eration — the circumcision made without hands, in the 
spirit, does not mean an absolutely pure state, and the 
highest attainment of Divine grace in the soul, required 
of man on earth, then Abraham himself did not receive 
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what some call entire sanctification. We admit that God 
appeared to him about fourteen years after his justifica- 
tion, and said to him, “Walk before me, and be thou 
perfect.” > This objection will receive proper attention 
hereafter. 

We further observe, as to this circumcision of which St. 
Paul speaks, that among the Jews the circumcision of the 
•flesh was the sign of all that purity of heart which God 
demanded of them; and as that ordinance gives place to 
water-baptism in the Christian dispensation, so, when we 
are baptized, we take upon us, thereby, that which is the 
sign of all the purity which God gives to the heart by tho 
Holy Spirit. Now, justification by faith, with its “ con- 
comitant” was the circumcision of the heart to the Jew; 
that is, it was and included all that purity which God re- 
quired of him, and of which his circumcision in tho flesh 
was the sign. So, also, when we, as Christians, are just- 
ified by faith, we receive that perfect purity of heart by 
the Holy Spirit shed upon us “abundantly,” which our 
water-baptism, as its sign, represents. Por water-baptism 
does represent, in the Christian’s creed, not ^pariialj but a 
perfect blessing; because it represents the perfect cleans- 
ing of the heart by the Holy Spirit sent by the Father 
and Son for the manifest purpose of making men pure — 
'perfectly and entirely so — as a part of his work. Hence, 
when we receive the baptism of the Spirit, we are, at that 
moment, which is the moment of our regeneration, as to 
heart, as free from sin and as pure Christians as Abraham 
was a perfect and pure Jew. For the baptism of the 
Holy Ghost, which always accompanies justification by 
faith, is to us the circumcision of the heart as wmll as to 
Abraham. The word circumcision signifying, in the Jew- 
ish sense, “ the removing of the filth of the flesh,” was 
evidently used by the apostle to convey to the Jewish 
mind the purifying of the heart. The woi^d haptkm of 
the heart would he its equivalent in the Christian’s phra- 
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seology. Both would mean regeneration, because circum- 
cision and baptism are the signs, in the two dispensations 
respectively, of the one thing, namely, regeneration. 
That water-baptism does not represent entire sanctifica- 
tion, considered as a subsequent blessing to regeneration, 
but merely regeneration, is evident from facts which the 
advocates of the former will themselves acknowledge. For 
in our form of “ The Ministration of Baptism to such 
AS ARE OF Eiper Years,” the Scripture referred to and 
quoted, is the conversation of our Lord with Nicodemus, 
where all admit that the discourse is about regeneration 
and not about entire sanctification, as such. Also, in 
Article XVII of our ‘‘Religion,” the article “ Of Baptism ” 
is thus defined, and in our faith set forth: “Baptism is 
not only a sign of profession, and mark of difference, 
whereby Christians are distinguished from those that are 
not baptized, but it is also a sign of regeneration or 
the NEW BIRTH.” Therefore, ‘^regeneration or the new 
birth” is a sinless state of the soul, since our baptism 
prefigures or represents such a state. But that state is 
regeneration. If we say that regeneration is not a sinless 
state of the soul, we must take the ground that such a 
state is not represented by our water-baptism, which would 
be contrary to Scripture. Rom. vi, 2, 3. But waiving 
this point, apparent to all, we will proceed. This same 
blessing of regeneration St. Paul calls a death to sin. 
“For ye are dead, and your life is hid with ^Christ in 
God. When Christ who is our life shall appear, then 
shall ye also appear with him in glory.” All this time 
the apostle is still speaking to the same people under the 
idea of the same blessing of regeneration, which he called 
in the second chapter a being raised with him through 
the faith of the operation of God. Then in the third 
chapter he says, “If ye be risen with Christ, seek those 
things which are above ” — still he uses the same language, 
calling the blessing a moral resurrection in the soul ; after 
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giving tliem directions how to live, as to outward acts and 
deportment, telling them to set their affections on things 
above, and not on things on the earth, he gives the reason 

not because ye have been blessed in fari^ and 

should therefore walk as becometh a partial salvation, but 
because ye are dbai), and your life is HID with Ohiist in 
God. This is a death to sin. What can express more? 
Where is the sin yet remaining ? Is not this a SINLESS 
state? “The death or destruction of sin'’ is what Dr. 
Peck holds entire sanctification to he, as it respects the 
inward work. (Perfection Abridged, page 38.) But the 
apostle shows further that they are ready for heaven, 
and so promises that when Christ shall come, who was 
then their Life, they shall appear with him in glory. 
Here is a full promise of eternal glory, without so much 
as exhorting them once to seek for entire sanctification, 
as such, but he every-where throughout the Epistle ex- 
horts to obedience of the moral law ; not to seek a more 
thorough work in the heart, hut to keep what they had, 
by observance of moral precepts as a sign of that faith 
which they already possessed. 

8. Gal. ii, 20, 21 : “I am crucified with Christ : never- 
theless, I live ; yet not I, hut Christ liveth in me : and the 
life which I now live in the flesh, I live by faith in the 
Son of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me. I 
do not frustrate the grace of God: for if righteousness 
came by the law, then Christ is dead in vain." This lan- 
guage is susceptible of a different sense, for instead of 
reading and being pointed as above given, it is perhaps 
better to read the clause: C<5 omirt without the 
comma (,) after c?e, and translate it — and I live no longer. 
We offer two reasons for giving the passage this turn. 
(1.) St. Paul wishes to convey the idea that Saul of Tarsus 
was deady and that one spiritual Paul the apostle now 
lived in his stead, and the spiritual life being prominent in 
the mind of the writer, he placed zo^ I live^ first in the 
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sentence, so as to make it emphatic. (2.) Good mithority 
agrees with the change in the reading as already made. 
Mr. Wesley gives it: “And I live no longer Also Mr. 
Benson. So the apostle puts in this clause to show the 
reader that what he meant in the former clause by being 
crucified with Christ, was that he was now totally dead, 
that is, as the wicked Saul of Tarsus, “ but Christ liveth 
in me.” From this we learn that the apostle died a com- 
plete death to sin, so much so, that he said he no longer 
lived^ and that, thus, his soul had become the unrivaled 
temple of Christ, and wholly dedicated to him, to the ex- 
clusion of all sin from the heart, and that he himself lived 
by faith of the Son of God. 

The question again arises — was this state of grace, in 
which St. Paul was, regeneration or entire sanctification, 
considered as a greater, more advanced, and thorough 
work of grace? Most emphatically the answer may be 
given, that it was in no other sense that the apostle 
intended to be understood, than in that of regeneration. 
Because immediately before these words, which are his 
own Christian experience, he is faithfully arguing with the 
Jew that, “ by the works of the law shall no flesh be just- 
ified.” Then having told this much of his experience 
in the Divine favor, when argument with the Jew seems 
to fail, with candor he relates what God had wrought in 
his own soul; and he apparently rejoices in it. Then in 
the very next verse he says, “I do not frustrate the 
grace of God: for if righteousness [which ought to be 
rendered justificationl came by the law, then Christ is 
dead in vain.” Now, how clear it is, when the apostle 
states that he w^as crucified with Christ, that Christ lived 
in him, and that he lived by faith, his object was to tell 
the Jew how good, how precious, a perfect state of grace 
in Christ was : then for his own part he would not render 
null the grace of God ; for, if this gracious state of Divine 
favor in which I now am, summed up with all its good 

4 
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qualities in the one word justification^ came by obedience 
to law, then Christ is dead in vain. If St. Paul here 
meant in his experience a complete state of grace in the 
heart called entire sanctification, as a more excellent bless- 
ing than merely a regenerated state, why did he not tell 
the Jew in plain words that there was such a state, and 
urge him up to it, that he might seek and obtain it ? Why 
did he occupy his Epistle in strong argument about a state 
so comparatively low in Christian attainment as the justi- 
fied implies, if there was a higher to be obtained? Why 
did he say so much about justification throughout all his 
epistles, and so little about entme sanctification, as such, 
if there be such a state apart from justification, and which 
some regard as absolutely essential to eternal life ? Why 
should he tell how justification is obtained, describe its 
fruits, declare its joys, urge its necessity, and linger in its 
hopes, and never perhaps in a "whole epistle drop one word 
sufficiently strong to assure us of a higher blessing than 
that embraced in justification ? Why did he make use of 
the very strongest language possible to express his own 
moral relation to God, immediately in the midst of his 
argument in favor of justification and regeneration, unless 
he designed to teach, or rather illustrate in his own ex- 
perience, barely a justified and regenerated condition? 
Finally, when he is so faithful to tell of the justification 
of Abraham, why does he not tell us, at least once, of his 
entire sanctification, as such ? Or did he mean to teach 
the less and neglect the greater blessing ? These things 
fairly considered seem to imply that the apostle was 
speaking of a sinless state. But further, that St. Paul 
meant a justified relation to God and a regenerated state, 
alone, in saying that he was crucified with Ohrist, is incon- 
trovertible by a comparison of two passages in this same 
Epistle. The first is chap, iii, 29 : And if ye he Christ's, 
then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs according to the 
promise." This verse teaches that the justified man 
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ielongs to Christ. The second is chap, v, 24 : And they 
that are Christ’s have crucified the flesh, with the affec- 
tions and lusts.” Now, no reasonable person will for one 
moment deny that to he Christs^ as stated in the former 
passage, means the justified relation, which is very clear, 
because such are called ‘^Abraham’s seed,” and so are 
justified through a compliance with the same covenant in 
which Abraham was justified; but such are said to be 
crucified: therefore, the apostle was merely justified and 
regenerated when he said, ^^I*ani crucified with Christ; 
and I no longer live, but Christ lives in me.” And to say 
that St. Paul had sin remaining in him still, and that he 
had not yet attained unto entire purity of heart, is, first, 
to trifle with the words of inspiration which have been 
employed to convey to us the Divine will ; for, the word 
crucify does not mean to kill in part, and then to let the 
subject go, but to kill entirely hj that act: so the apostle 
used the figure in its proper sense, and not in a partial 
sense, which sense it never had- Nor are we left alone 
to dwell on the meaning of one word merely, hut the 
apostle explains himself beyond question in the next 
clause when he says, ^^And I no longer live.” Which 
horn of the dilemma will the objector take? If he deny 
the complete work of grace in the apostle — mean a sin- 
less regeneration — he denies his testimony, which is, “I 
no longer live.” If he say the justified man has 
former cormptions of the heart/^ which strive for the 
mastery, and that he must have these wholly destroyed 
by an entire sanctification, as such, he denies that “ they 
THAT ABE ChBIST’S HAVE CBUCIEIED THE ELESH WITH THE 
AEPECTIONS AND DUSTS.” Now, as to this language of the 
apostle, just quoted in capitals, I hold that no mortal man, 
who has ever yet wielded a pen on paper, in proof of en- 
tire sanctification, so called, can write a stronger, more 
expressive, or more strikingly clear sentence to express 
the sinlessness of the human soul; for, the word flesh 
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implies the whole fountain of human iniquity, and the two 
words affections and lusts imply the streams proceeding 
from that corrupt fountain, so that the apostle, having in 
the former verses of the same chapter presented the whole 
catalogue of crimes under the title of the works of the 
plbsh/^ now saying that this flesh and its affections and 
lusts are crucified, tells the whole story, and beggars all 
human thought and language to describe a more ferfect^ a 
more sinless^ if you please, a wholly-sanctified state of the 
soul, if this be not that state. But I have proved that he 
is speaking of one who is merely justified and regenerated. 
And no device can make it appear that to crucify means to 
kill partially, and that the merely justified and regenerated 
man is Christ’s, is beyond question, else were not Abra- 
ham Christ’s. Hence the conclusion is, that, since these 
are facts, the regenerated soul is in a sinless state -his 
flesh, his affections, which were carnal, and his wicked 
lusts are now crucified. 

Again : the immediate result of regeneration is a proof 
of a sinless state. Therefore, being justified by faith we 
have PEACE with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.” 
Before justification we are “ dead in trespasses and sins,” 
we walk according to the course of this wicked world, having 
our conversation in the lusts of the flesh and of the mind, 
and have no hope of heaven : but being justified by faith 
we have peace with God.” How can any sin be still re- 
maining in the heart when we are at peace with God ? 
What has God against any man when that man is at peace 
with him ? Indeed, God is pleased with such, for with- 
out faith it is impossible to please God.” Heb. xi, 6. 
But the justified have faith in God, therefore they please 
him. Can a God infinitely pure and holy be pleased with 
a man when sin is still existing in his soul ? The prophet 
says, ^^Thou art of purer eyes than to behold evil, and 
canst not look on iniquity.” Hab. i, 13. But says the 
objector, ^^Sin may exist where it does not reign.” Does 
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the Bible say so? Is the existence of sin in believers 
compatible with the saying of St. Paul, “They that are 
Christ’s have crucified the flesh, with the affections and 
lusts?” If so, we will give up the subject. But our text 
says, “We have peace.” Eebel man who before was an 
alien from God, and from the commonwealth of Israel, is 
“ brought nigh ” by the blood of Christ, “ for he is our 
peace.” The justified, and so regenerated, have peace. 
All that this passage says, Christ is to us, as the procur- 
ing cause of our peace. Where is the necessity for any 
more, in the sense of entire sanctification, to remove what 
sins are left, when it is impossible to conceive of any left, 
unless we suppose a holy God to wink at them ? The idea 
of peace being made between two parties which have been 
at variance is all that is conceivable ; if more was required 
it would be superfluous, and less would not be peace. 
This peace is perfect because it is “through our Lord 
Jesus Christ,” who never did any thing imperfectly 
either in nature or in grace. To show that he ever did, 
where is the analogy, since every organization is perfect 
in its kind, and since what we call the unnatural may 
be only nature perverted from second causes to us 
unknown? 

According to the term in the covenant, when any one 
believes, tliat moment he receives Christ as his, and he 
who says that he has any sin remaining, must either 
mean that Christ was not able or that he was not willing 
to do what God had sworn by his infinite perfection that 
he would do in answer to faith. If sin is found to strug- 
gle, and to have an existence in one to-day who was 
justified yesterday, which is most reasonable to believe 
of two alternatives concerning him — that his regeneration 
was not a sinless work, or that he has failed to live as a 
Christian should since his regeneration? Which of these 
views, all the consequences considered, would most honor 
the Divine character? 
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Charles "Wesley describes the justijieA soul exactly, 
■when he says : 

“ Of my Savior possess’d, 

I was PEEPBCTLT Wost, 

As if piLl’d with the fullness of God.” 

And wlien the soul begins to feel sin struggling, and 
striving for the mastery instead of that being the 
struggling of “ sin in a believer,” it is sin m a sinner, 
and the same poet goes on to describe how it happened: 

“ Ah I where am I now I 
When was it, or how, 

That I FELL from my heaven of grace ? 

I am BEOUGHT INTO thrall ; 

I am steipp’d of my all, 

I am banish’d from Jesus’s face ! 

Hardly tet do I know 
How I LET my Lord go. 

So INSENSIBLY STAETING ASIDE J 

When the tesiptee game in 
With his own subtile sin. 

And infected my spirit with pride.” 

This is the only sensible and Scriptural solution of what 
some call sin in a believer; for by a believer they must 
mean one in the past^ not in the present. 


ARGUMENT III. 

We continue to argue, That the regenerated state 
OE THE SOUL IS SINLESS. The fourth chapter of St. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Ephesians deserves our notice. Before con- 
sidering "some parts of it, let us consider the moral con- 
dition of this people when the apostle wrote to them. 
There is a full and clear account given, in the nineteenth 
chapter of the Acts, of St. Paul’s preaching among the 
Ephesians as a missionary. There we learn that when he 
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•wrouglit miracles lie "Was mocked by the Jewish exorcists. 
He was also encountered by Demetrius the silversmith, who 
made small temples, in our translation of the Testament 
called shrines^ in imitation of the great goddess, the 
temple Diana of the Ephesians, which was then worshiped 
by all proconsular Asia. Demetrius had great influence 
in this extensive heathen empire. The gods which he made 
were images of their great temple — small and portable. 
Of these he kept constantly on hand a supply, in which he 
had much craft.” In the temple Diana they held that 
there was much magnificence.” When the apostle began 
to preach that there ^‘be no gods which are made with 
hands,” Demetrius saw that his personal interest -was 
about to be overthrown ; for he sold many gods both to 
the citizens at home and to foreigners. Hence he made 
a speech, with much vehemence against Paul, moving the 
superstition and the prejudice of the multitude, telling 
them that ^Hhe great goddess Diana should be despised, 
and her magnificence should be destroyed, whom all Asia 
and the world worshipeth. And when they heard these 
things they were full of wrath, and cried out, saying. 
Great is Diana of the Ephesians. And the whole city was 
filled with confusion; and having caught Gains and Aris- 
tarchus, men of Macedonia, Paul's companions in travel, 
they rushed with one accord into the theater.” Notwith- 
standing all this opposition, we are taught, as to this peo- 
ple, that ^‘fear fell on them all, and the name of the Lord 
Jesus was magnified. And many that believed came and 
confessed, and showed their deeds. Many of them also 
which used curious arts, brought their books together, 
and burned them before all men; and they counted the 
price of them, and found it fifty thousand pieces of silver. 
So mightily grew the word of God and prevailed.” Such 
is St. Luke’s account, in part, of St. Paul’s ministry to 
the Ephesians- Now, the ^^many that believed” consti- 
tuted the fruit of the apostle’s labor at Ephesus. And 
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they composed the Church, with other fruits which he had 
among them, for he preached to them “three years.” 
Acts XX, 31. St. Paul first preached to the Ephesians 
about A. D. 64. He wrote his Epistle to them about 
A. D. 61, a period of seven years from the beginning of 
his ministry among them. But since he remained with 
them three years, he wrote his Epistle about four years 
after he left them, and during the early part of his im- 
prisonment at Rome. In order that we see the complete- 
ness of regeneration, in such a light as to exclude any 
other blessing, as necessary to the more thorough cleans- 
ing of the soul from sin, and in order to see that it 
removes all sin from the soul of every believer, it behooves 
us to examine carefully some statements found in this 
Epistle. Their history has already been mentioned in the 
book of Acts, where they are called believers. This is 
about as much as is said about them there to identify 
them as the people of Grod. In the beginning of the 
Epistle the apostle addresses them as saints, and as the 
faithful in Christ Jesus. In chap, i, 3, he blesses God 
who has blessed us with PVEaT spieitual blessing. In 
verse 13 he says, “Ye were sealed with that Holy Spirit 
of promise.” In chapter ii he says, “You HATH he quick- 
ened,” and “by grace abb tb saved* through faith.” 
“For ye are his workmanship in Christ Jesus.” Such 
are some of the expressions which point out to us the 
complete work of the Holy Spirit on their hearts. But 
these are not all. We will now take up the fourth chap- 
ter, in such parts only as particularly belong to this 
argument. Verse 1: “I therefore, the prisoner of the 
Lord, beseech you that ye walk worthy of the vocation 
wherewith ye are called.” Verse 7 : “But unto every 
one of us is given grace according to the measure of the 

^ Tie force of the Greek word here used, heoause it is in the tense, 

and implies a present result, is, te hate beeit saved in time past, and ye 
are saved yet. 
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gift of Christ.’’ That the gift of Christ refers here to 
the Holy Spirit seems certain, as the eighth verse says, 
Wherefore he saith, -when he ascended upon high, he 
led captivity captive and gave gifts unto men.” This is a 
prophecy taken from the sixty-eighth Psalm, we may say 
verhatim^ where the reference is to the sending of the 
Holy Spirit by Christ after his ascension — a delightful 
prophecy indeed. Now, the apostle says that each one 
of the Ephesians, as Christians, received this grace ac- 
cording to the measure of the gift of Christ. That is to 
say, each one received the proper proportion necessary to 
make him what God required him to be in heart, for he 
was called^ was quichened^ was saved, was blessed, etc. 
We will now pass to verse 17 : “This I say therefore 
and testify in the Lord, that ye henceforth walk not as 
other Gentiles walk, in the vanity of their mind, having 
the understanding darkened, being alienated from the life 
of God through the ignorance that is in them, because of 
the blindness of their heart: who being past feeling, have 
given themselves over unto lasciviousness, to work all un- 
cleanness with greediness. But ye have not so learned 
Christ, [when I was with you four years ago ;] if so be 
that ye have heard him and have been taught by him, as 
the truth is in Jesus.” Now, in translating the next three 
yerses — 22, 23, and 24 — as the verbs in them are in the 
infinitive mode, and depend on the word testify in verse 
17, we must still supply the exhortation to complete and 
to make clear the translation. Then verse 22 will read : 

This I say and testify in the Lord] that ye put off con- 
cerning the former conversation the old man, which is 
corrupt according to the deceitful lusts. [And I testify 
in the Lord] that ye be renewed in the spirit of your 
mind.” The 23d verse — he renewed in the spirit of your 
mind — we must be careful not to regard as an exhortation 
to seek the regeneration of the soul, or the entire sancti- 
fication of it, as such; for, regeneration, as above shown, 
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they already had when St. Paul wrote to them. Besides 
this, the pliase rai Tzvevixan rod vodq, the spirit of the mind^ 
does not mean that part of the moral man which we say 
undergoes a change in the moment of regeneration, but it 
means, as Dr. Robinson says, disposition^ feelings^ or tem- 
per: this he says where he quotes the very passage. All 
this renewal of the disposition^ feelings^ or temper of the 
mind, is not regeneration^ but it is the fruit of regenera- 
tion to which he recommends them sulsequently to their 
justification. We can no more say that the phrase means 
that they should seek for an internal cleansing of their 
hearts, than we can say the next verse — ^^put on the new 
— ^means an internal cleansing, also ; but if this clause 
of the 24th verse should be so construed, it would be ab- 
solutely contrary to the rest of the verse which says, 
‘‘Which after God IS created in righteousness and true 
holiness.^^ The apostle would not exhort them to do a 
thing already done. But to resume the translation as 
before — And I say and testify in the Lord that ye] 

lvd{)(Ta<Tdai rdu xatvdu wOpeoTuou rdv xard Oedv XTicdivra iu 

put on the new manf the one according to God 
having heen (treated in (that is, through, by means of) justi- 
fication. This, I think, is the exact translation of the 
passage. They are required to be renewed in the disposi- 
tion^ the mode of thinking of their mind, and to put on the 
new man, which is the same idea expressed in other words, 
as the fruit of the past act of having heen created according 
to God hy means of justification hy faith some time between 
four and seven years ago when I (Paul) preached among 
you. Here is the point — ‘Hhe tug of war.” This verse 
tells us that the Ephesians had formerly been new men, 
that they had been created at a former period to St. 
Paul’s writing to them, as both the history of them, and 
the tense of the verb having heen created^ show that the 
creation was according to God,” or as our authorized 
translation has it, after God;” or as Mr. Wesley has it, 
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“ in the very image of God — all which in idea are the 
same. JTow observe, this is the moral condition of the 
soul at the very time of its justification: at which time 
all agree that we are also regenerated; for, the text says 
that it is m, through^ or ly means of justification that we 
are created according to Grod, This, then, is the state of 
the soul when it is regenerated. The passages teach us 
that justification, as St. Paul mostly used it, includes also 
regeneration, which is a creation^ according to God^ in^ 
through^ or ly means of justification. This exegesis of this 
passage is in perfect accordance with Mr. Watson, who 
defines regeneration to be, “The recovery of the moral 
image of God upon the heart.’^* Now, that this pas- 
sage, on which we are writing, teaches regeneration to be 
an absolutely-sinless state of the soul, when compared also 
with the writings of our Church, we leave for the good 
sense of our readers to determine. This sinlessness of 
regeneration we argue from several points just in hand. 
1. So far as sinlessness, as a state, is concerned, as op- 
posed to “ sin in believers,” the regenerated soul is as 
free from sin in that state as Adam was in Eden. For, 
he was created in the image of God, and the regenerated 
soul is created in the same image^ unless, forsooth, the 
Divine image change. But the cry is raised just here 
that I teach Adamic perfection. I answer, (a) I have 
said nothing about perfection. I am speaking- <gLb0,tft'^^ 
generation. (6) I am not.sayang"W‘;WjOrdj4bditi[e:s4jefe 
circumstancespkit 

^h(Mjig leefui^ewteS, 

ei sjiojjldoh TffishierigatrfreEl iifagfi^s 

^a>vp*iB^fi^cti’iantecfedl5nt -latt ot-'Tl^|3^6tmgtrifaiSotd^3joti(j'iq[4 
Ibekg, land this jAgtrae Ittei®€i4jf^^Spii& 
dnig'jiaf n nsaml o’cneatibnb 

Joix HiiTT r/olTirroixop ihidw ; j]o:tirronoM-‘)\ i'dt oi fc-noivoiq 
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moral man created sncli — a spiritual man proceeding from 
the hand of God. HencCj the word begotten is a common 
word in Scripture to indicate that perfect act of the Spirit 
absolutely essential to the moral and spiritual creation as 
it is to the animal. As the latter can not be an imperfect 
act, neither can the former be. 3. As to the absolute 
sinlessness of the regenerated state, Mr. Watson defines 
it as, I think correctly, “the recovery of the moral image 
of God.” Mr. Worcester, our eminent lexicographer, de- 
fines recover^ ^Ho restore^ repair^ regain and since the 
thing recovered^ restored^ repaired^ or regained is the 
“ image of God, the re, in the composition of these words 
implies that man had that image once before, unless we 
absolutely intend to trifle with words; but when had he 
that image before unless in the Adamic state before the 
fall? So that from this view of the subject the regener- 
ated soul is just as sinless as Adam’s was before he fell, 
or else Mr. Watson’s definition of regeneration is incor- 
rect, which we presume none will aflSrm. 4. This com- 
plete state, absolutely sinless,’ in which the regenerated 
soul is, manifestly appears as a restoration to the orig- 
inal image of the Creator in the Adamic state, when we 
bear in mind that all through the New Testament the 
regenerated state is most gloriously contrasted with the 
Adamic immediately after the fall, in w^hich state we all 
are by nature. The New Testament abounds with this: 
“You hath he quickened who Yrere dead/^ etc. “We 
know that we have passed firom death unto lifeJ’ “ Who 
hath deliv'ered us from the power of darkness, and hath 
translated us into the kingdom of his dear Son.” “ That 
which is born of the flesh, is elesh; and that which is 
born of the Spirit, is Spirit.” We say the contrast proves 
the sinlessness of the regenerated state ; for it is called 
regeneration, which implies that there was a generation 
previous to the re-generation : which generation was not 
our birth of the earthly parent, but it has reference to the 
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state from which we fellj as the whole scheme of the atone- 
ment and of justification by faith in that atonement show. 
5. A sinless regeneration is eyident from the writings 
of certain authors in our Church, however sacred the 
doctrine of entire sanctification may be in the estimation 
of its advocates. Now, we will prove that regeneration 
is a complete destruction of sin in the soul if entire sanc- 
tification, as such, is. For the '^Catechism No. 1,” of 
our Church, “ adopted after a careful examination/’ and 
adopted “unanimously” by the “General Conference, 
held in Boston, May, 1852,” at the 66th question, says, 
‘‘What is regeneration^ It is the new birth of the soul 
in the image of Christ, whereby we become the children 
of God.” And then as a proof among the passages 
given, we find Eph. iv, 24, which is the very passage 
under consideration. Here is regeneration well defined, 
and the proof is good. Now, Mr. Watson says, “ Sanc- 
tification is either of nature, whereby we are renewed 
after the image of God, in knowledge, righteousness, and 
true holiness. Eph. iv, 24.”* Here, you will observe, is 
the same passage to prove sanctification that the Cate- 
chism takes to prove regeneration. We may conclude, 
then, {a) That the Church is in darkness on the doctrine 
of sanctification, as it has been taught, and as it is now 
set forth in our books. (5) We see that it is unable to 
discriminate between the two doctrines, as it holds them, 
not only because it takes the same passage to prove both, 
but because this absolute want of discrimination is to be 
observed as to the doctrines in all their bearings to man. 
(p) Granting such a complete purity of heart as men 
hold entire sanctification to be, is it not evident that the 
regenerated are in like manner perfectly sinless, since 
writers on theology are so destitute of discrimination 
concerning the points in question, as to take one passage 
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to prove them both? (d) Is it not further apparent that if 
our argument, as drawn from this passage, fail to prove 
regeneration a complete work in the soul, Mr. Watson’s 
argument from the same passage to prove a sinless sanc- 
tification must fail also ? To this the objector may say, 
May not the same Scripture teach more than one doc- 
trine?” We answer: 1. It can not where the doctrines 
are held to be so different in degree^ while the standard 
of proof for both from this text is the same; namely, 
the Divine image. 2. If the same passage prove both 
doctrines, it would imply that entire sanctification and 
regeneration are obtained at one time and by the same 
degree of faith^ which would not agree with the theory 
of sanctification as a subsequent work, nor with the idea 
of a more intense faith than that which justifies. The 
question now is, not to determine whether the creation is 
a sinless one or not, this has been sufiiciently considered 
on this passage ; but to inquire through what means, or 
at what time, the creation takes place. If the preposi- 
tion iu, eW '5 in our translation rendered ^4n,” be a particle 
of time, thep. this creation in the image of God takes 
place at the moment of our justification; for the passage 
so reads. If it be a particle to express, in connection 
with the word it governs, the {nstrument, we find it 
amounts to the same thing; that is, the word in the text 
is justification^ and not entire sanctification. And the 
passage either teaches a sinless state, or it does not. If 
the latter, it will not suit as a proof for either our argu- 
ment or that of Mr. Watson and those with him; if the 
former, then our ground is correct. In the whole Epistle 
to the Ephesians, there is not once such a doctrine as 
entire sanctification, so called, clearly mentioned. Those 
who believe in it regard it as positively essential to eternal 
life. Granting it to be a doctrine of the Scriptures, we 
are all ready to agree at once that it must be the one^ 
the essential^ the great doctrine, and that by no means we 
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should neglect it; yet are we not lost in astonishment 
when we find no such a thing taught in this Epistle. 
Butj on the other hand, we find full and clear statements 
pertaining to regeneration, expressed by various phrases, 
such as, “faithful in Christ,” “quickened,” “sealed,” and 
“ created.” And when we think of the state of absolute 
ruin from which we are taken in the moment of our just- 
ification and regeneration, we may seriously inquire, Did 
the Holy Spirit use these clearly and strongly significant 
terms for any purpose, or did he intend to deceive us? 
Can there be any other purity of heart greater than what 
Mr. Wesley calls this, very image of God?” Can 
any scholar in the world prove from the original of this 
Epistle, by a single sentence, that its inspired author 
ever meant any thing more than simply the regenerated 
state ? How the expression, “ in the very image of God^^ 
applied to one who is regenerated, and no more, will 
agree with the language of the same author, in his ser- 
mon on Eph. ii, 8, we leave for some discerning mind to 
see. He says, “ How naturally do those who experience 
such a change (regeneration) imagine that all sin is gone ; 
that it is utterly rooted out of their heart, and has no 
more any place therein! How easily do they draw that 
inference, feel no sin, therefore I have none; it does 
not %tir^ therefore it does not exid; it has no motion^ 
therefore it has no being I’ But it is seldom long before 
they are undeceived, finding sin was only suspended, not 
destroyed.” Here he says dn was only suspended^ not 
destroyed, and yet in the same Epistle, without there 
being any hint or inference that the Ephesians ever 
passed from a regenerated state to what is called entire 
sanctification, he speaks of the former as being in the 
very image of God, In fact, instead of the transition 
from the actual to the so-called state being found in the 
Epistle, the contrary is found, as already mentioned, in 
the very verse where* he says the creation is in the very 
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image of God, since it is said to be “in justification.” 
Let the objector show where the transition is. 

If the passage of the Ephesians from the regenerated 
state to that of the entirely sanctified, can not be made to 
appear, then one of two things reason demands : either 
that the moral image of God is a sinful image, that is, 
having sin in it in part, or else that the doctrine of sin 
in a believer — not one who did believe, but one who does 
believe — ^is false. 

Can any man who has ever taken upon himself the 
ordination vows, who has looked with care into the Bible, 
and has seen the truth clearly, do otherwise than “be 
ready with all faithful diligence to banish and drive away 
all erroneous and strange doctrines contrary to God’s 
Word?” 


ARGUMENT IV. 

That regeneration is an absolutely-sinless state 

OF THE SOUL IS WORTHY OP FURTHER CONSIDERATION AND 
CAPABLE OF FURTHER PROOF FROM SCRIPTURE. This fourth 
argument will be founded on St. Paul’s Epistle to the 
Romans, and will be presented under two general heads. 

1. That the apostle^ thronghout the whole Epistle to the 
Homans^ is speaking of the justified relation^ including the 
regenerated state^ and not of entire sanctifteation in any 
passage whatever y as a separate, sulsequent work to that of 
regeneration, and more thorough in its effects upon the 
heart. 

All that is necessary in support of this first division 
of this argument is to take each chapter of the Epistle 
under consideration, and offer a remark on it as briefly 
as the case will allow. Thus it will be easy to see whether 
the apostle is speaking of regeneration or of something 
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greater, as some hold that supposed something to be. In 
chap, i, 1, the apostle introduces himself — ^inasmuch as at 
the time of writing his Epistle he had never preached to 
the Church at Rome — saying that he was called to be 
an apostle, separated unto the Gospel of God, which he 
had promised afore by his prophets in the Holy Scrip- 
tures.’’^ Here he says, by way of introduction, that he is 
an apostle of the same Gospel which the prophets fore- 
told. Now, there is no Gospel unless it contain a crucified 
Savior, and of him the prophets have abundantly spoken. 
All the Gospel is concentrated in him. He was preached 
unto Abraham, and the patriarch accepted the proffered 
grace. The sermon was short and clear. Paul tells us 
that it consisted in these words : “ In thee shall all nations 
be blessed” — Gal. hi, 8 — ^and in the same verse he says 
that in these words God preached before the Gospel to 
Abraham. The Gospel was justification by faith, includ- 
ing regeneration. There was no other blessing, as a 
greater work in the heart connected with it. This, then, 
is ^Hhe Gospel” which the apostle says he is separated 
unto,” and which has been promised afore by the inspired 
prophets in the “ Holy Scriptures.” Again, in verses 16 
and 17 he says, “ For I am not ashamed of the Gospel of 
Christ; for it is the power of God unto salvation to every 
one that believeth ; to the Jew first and also to the Greek. 
For therein is the righteousness [juslzjlcalzm] of God re- 
vealed from faith to faith.” St. Paul calls it “the Gos- 
pel of Christ” — ^the very same Gospel that was preached 
to Abraham ; for he also says it is “ to every one that 
believeth ; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek.” So it 
was according to his own statement — chap, iv, 23 — ^when 
describing the Gospel which Abraham received, “ Now, it 
was not written for his [Abraham’s] sake alone, [the J ews 
to whom it was “first” offered,] that it was imputed to 
him ; but for us [“ Greeks ” or Gentiles] also, if we believe 
on him that raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead.” 
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But the quotation further says that the righteousness of 
God is revealed in or by the Gospel from faith to faith. 
By the words “ righteousness of God^^ — Aiy.aioabv'q y^p 6>eo5, 
justification of Grod — we may understand justification by 
faith. This is certain from chap, iiiy 21 : But now the 
righteousness of God [ficxatocruyTj 6sod^ justification of God\ 
without the law is manifested, being witnessed by the law 
and the prophets,’’ Here is the same expression, and it 
is said to be witnessed by the law — one dispensation of 
faith ; and by the prophets — another dispensation of the 
same faith. Hence “ from faith to faith’’ — “by a gradual 
series of still clearer promises.” (Wesley’s Notes.) He 
also says it is “without law,” which shows that by the 
phrase he means justification by faith; and to make it still 
plainer, in the next verse he says, Aimtoffovy) dk 0eou dtd 
r£w<;'l7j(70d Xpcffroo — Uven the JUSTIFICATION of God through 
faith of Jesus Christ It should also be observed that the 
apostle is speaking of the Gospel, and “ therein,” or m 
or, perhaps, more correctly, by it — h aur<p — is revealed 
this justification of God, whereby the sinner finds salva- 
tion ; for without the Gospel we seek for pardon in vain. 
Hence he makes the quotation, “ The just [that is, the man 
who has been justified and remains such] shall live by 
faith.” From all these expressions we may safely con- 
clude that the apostle in the first chapter of Romans 
speaks of justification by faith. 

We pass to the second chapter. In this he first shows 
the Jew that, as to sin, he is inexcusable; for the Jew 
regarded the Gentile as an outcast from all the privileges 
and blessings of God, and claimed, because he was of the 
stock of Abraham as to the flesh, that, therefore, he should 
be saved and others rejected. In answer to this he says, 
“ Therefore thou art inexcusable, 0 man, whosoever thou 
art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest another, thou 
condemnest thyself ; for thou that judgest, doest the same 
things.” Here the apostle, in a sly way, by the expres- 
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sion, “ 0 man/^ with great caution seems to approach the 
Jew with arguments in which he insinuates that the Jew is 
as guilty and as liable to God’s severe judgments for his 
sins as the Gentile is. He shows that he has ‘^hardness’’ 
of heart; that he is impenitent that he treasures up 
wrath against the day of wrath, and revelation of the 
righteous judgment of God;” that God will render to 
every man according to his deeds. Eternal life he repre- 
sents as the reward of well-doing to those who seek for 
glory, honor, and immortality. But unto them that are 
contentious and do not obey the truth, but obey unright- 
eousness, there is to be given, as the wages of their sins, 
^^indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish, upon 
every soul of man that doeth evil ; of the Jew first and 
also of the Gentile.” All this St. Paul argues on the 
ground that there is no respect of persons with God.” 

Such are his arguments throughout the whole chapter 
that he makes out the Jew to be as guilty before God as 
the Gentile. He then closes this part of his argument by 
summing up the whole, and saying, “He is not a Jew 
which is one outwardly ; neither is that circumcision which 
is outward in the flesh: but he is a Jew which is one in- 
wardly ; and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, 
and not in the letter ; whose praise is not of men, but of 
God.” Erom this chapter, then, we learn that the apostle 
was preparing the mind of the Jew to see the necessity 
of justification by faith, knowing that the proud in spirit 
can never receive this blessing; and the Lord, despising 
such, it was his object to humble the mind of the Jew so 
as to accept of salvation on God’s terms, as found in the 
Abrahamic covenant, and not on the mere ground of being 
a Jew. Hence he says, “Behold thou art called a Jew, 
Sind restest in the law, and makest thy boast of God,” and 
to correct his error, tells him that a Jew is one that has 
the heart circumcised; so that from a fair view of the de- 
sign of the second* chapter of Romans, we conclude that 
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tte apostle was preparing the way for his great argument 
on justification by faith. And the first and second chap- 
ters are alike as to doctrine. 

We propose to examine the third chapter to see whether 
the apostle teaches justification by faith or entire sanctifi- 
cation as a greater and more complete work in the soul. 
He continues his argument. , On tMs chapter much might 
be said, if necessary. Beferring no doubt to the second 
chapter, he says— verse 9— ''We have before proved both 
Jews and Grentiles, that they are all under sin, and 
quotes to the Jew his own Scripture, found in the book 
of Psalms, " There is none righteous, no, not one.'’ That 
is all. Both Jews and Grentiles are alike under the curse 
of Adam's fall. He then describes their lost condition ; 
namely, that their mouth is full of cursing, their feet are 
swift to shed blood, destruction is in their way, the fear 
of God is not before their eyes. He says that the law 
thus represents them, "That every mouth may be stopped, 
and all the world become guilty before Grod." He then 
introduces his forcible argument against them as Jews, 
with his usual concluding term. Therefore: "By the deeds 
of the law there shall no flesh be justified in his sight 
and, after setting forth his argument at some length, he 
draws this conclusion in these words — verse 28 — "There- 
fore we conclude that a man is justified ly faith without 
the deeds of the law." We see, then, that the apostle, in 
the third chapter, is professedly teaching justification by 
faith — the very same doctrine which he taught in the 
former chapters ; and not a word seems to be said about 
entire sanctification as a separate, inward, subsequent 
blessing, as it has generally been held. 

The fourth chapter of the Epistle is now to be consid- 
ered. It is so plain that we need only read it to see 
that the author is teaching justification by faith, and not 
entire sanctification. He first inquires whether Abraham 
was justified by faith or by works. If by works, "he 
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hath whereof to glory, but not before God.’^ In proof 
whereof he calls in the Old Testament Scriptures, which 
the Jew could not dispute, saying, Abraham believed 
God, and it was counted unto him for righteousness^’ — 
justification. “Kowto him that worketh is the reward 
not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to him that 
worketh not, but believeth on him that justifieth the un- 
godly, his faith is counted for righteousness.” Then he 
tells how David, in the beginning of the thirty-second 
Psalm, sung of the man who was in a justified relation 
and regenerated state, saying, “ Blessed are they whose 
iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered. 
Blessed is the man unto whom the Lord will not impute 
sin.” He then inquires if this blessedness cometh on the 
Gentiles as well as on the Jews. In answer to this he 
first calls our mind to the fact that faith was counted to 
Abraham for righteousness, and then inquires whether this 
was done before Abraham’s circumcision or after it. To 
which he answers, ^^Hot in circumcision, but in uncircum- 
cision.” How, any one who will take the pains to search, 
will find from the book of Genesis that Abraham was 
justified by faith about, or nearly, fourteen years before 
he was circumcised. For, when he was justified by faith, 
he had no son as yet born unto him, but when he was 
circumcised he had a son called Ishmael, and he was cir- 
cumcised on the same day with his son ; but Ishmael was 
thirteen years old at this time. Therefore, St. Paul says 
that he received the sign oircumcisiQny a seal of the right- 
eousness— that is, of the faith which he had, 

being yet uncircumcised — ^how long uncircumcised after 
faith? about fourteen years — ^that he might be the father 
of all them that believe, though they be not circumcised, 
that righteousness — justification — -might be imputed to 
them also. Then he shows that justification could not 
be by the law, as the Jew supposed, for on such a sup- 
position the promise of God in the Abrahamic covenant 
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would be “made of none effect/’ and faitli, the term of 
that covenant, on man’s part, would be “void,” that 
there was no justification in the law, that it only worked 
“ wrath.” Therefore, he says, “It is of faith that it 
might be by grace ; to the end the promise might be sure 
to all the seed ; not to that only which is of the law, [the 
Jew,] but to that also which is of the faith of Abraham, 
who is the father of us all.” Such, then, are the clear 
and strong arguments in favor of justification and regen- 
eration in this chapter, but not one word about entire 
sanctification, as a subseq[ueiit, distinct, and inward work 
in all this profound reasoning. How strange ! 

As to. the fifth chapter, in reference to the arguments 
in the preceding one, the apostle says, “ Therefore being- 
JUSTIEIBI) hy we have peace with God through our 

Lord Jesus Christ: by whom also we have access by 
faith into this grace wherein we stand, and rejoice in 
hope of the glory of God.” Here it is seen that St. Paul 
first speaks of justification, and then of its consequences — 
that it affords “peace” with God — that we have “ access” 
or approach to God through Christ. Throughout the whole 
chapter he thus speaks directly or indhectly about justi- 
fication, because he is treating of that subject on purpose, 
and apart from what some denominate entire sanctifica- 
tion. As to the sixth chapter, having said in the former 
that where sin abounded grace doth much more abound, 
he now represents the Jew as taking the ground, that if 
grace had so abounded unto a sinful world, we ought to 
live in sin still, in order that grace might abound yet 
more and more. Hence, St. Paul, as to this objection, 
and as to the doctrine of justification taught imi!the'^h&- 
ceding chapters, says, “ shiy^lthen# fShM 

we continue 

byhfaMljlas mkk&io^ 
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diYision of the Scriptures into chapters has divided the 
apostle’s discourse. In verse 6 he says, “ Knowing this, 
that our old man is crucified with him.” Now, “ to be cru- 
cified with Christ, as already shown in a former argu- 
ment, means to be justified and regenerated. So here is 
a second proof that he is still speaking of justification 
and regeneration. In verse 7 he uses the very word to 
justify : “ For he that is dead is freed from sin.” The 
word here translated, “is freed” is the same verb trans- 
lated “ being justified,” v, 1. The original stands thus : 
6 yap oKodavtbv dsdtxatatTac ditd rrj^ d/j-apriaq — *For the one 
having died has been justified from sin. This is the 
verbal and exact translation of the words. The verb is 
translated by the word justified, and not by the word is 
freed, in our marginal notes. It should have been trans- 
lated by the proper form of the English word to justify, 
and not by a form of the verb to free. It is rendered in 
perhaps all other places by our verb to justify nor are 
we able to see with what consistency the original meaning 
and common use of a word should be departed from, as 
properly rendered in so many other places, and another 
meaning assumed, when the context and scope remain 
the same, unless men would affect a beautifying gloss, or 
connect theological views with their translations. Our 
translation, then, being granted, as given above, shows 
that the apostle is still speaking of justification and re- 
generation. And he continues to speak of the duties and 
obligations growing out of this relation as signs of a man’s 
faith, and says in verse 18 : “ Being then made free from 
sin, ye became servants to righteousness.” Now it seems 
evident that the last clause of this verse — idooX6d7)re rg 
— should be rendered, ye became servants to 

^ The verb Sucai6a> occnrs iu the Uevr Testament just forty times. In 
every instance it is rendered by onr English verb to justify, except in the 
impending text, and in Rev. xxii, 11, “where it is translated 'Wei bo 
rigJiteoua.” 
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JUSTIPIOATION. This being the best meaning of the word 
in the passage, it shows, agreeably to the context and 
scope, that St. Paul is still speaking of justification by 
faith, distinctly making mention of it, and not making 
the least allusion to any greater work. In the very same 
sense he uses the word in the nineteenth and twentieth 
verses, where it is translated in the English, in both in- 
stances, by the word righteomneBs^ although the context 
and a consistency of translation demand that it should be 
rendered by the word jmtifieation. To the Greek scholar 
it may not make any difference, but I think it does to the 
English. 

The seventh chapter of our Epistle is now to be con- 
sidered. We will see what the doctrine is, of which the 
apostle is still speaking. He begins, “Know ye not, 
brethren, (for I speak to them that know the law,) how 
that the law hath dominion over a man as long as he 
liveth? For the woman which hath a husband, is bound 
by the law of her husband so long as he liveth; but if 
the husband be dead, she is loosed from the law of her 
husband.’^ Now, the fact that the apostle addresses the 
Jew by the tender expression “brethren,’’ and the fact 
that he introduces his argument by a comparison of a 
married woman — a matter familiar to all — ^being free from 
the law of her husband as soon as he die, convince us 
that he is just preparing a strong illustration for the Jew 
in order to show him that his law is dead, and that he 
must receive justification by faith, and die unto the Jewish 
law. Then he says, verse 4, “ Wherefore, my brethren, ye 
also are become dead to the law by the body of Christ ; 
that ye should be married to another, even to him who is 
raised from the dead, that we should bring forth fruit unto 
God.” Now the inquiry may be niade. Is not this language 
the very same, in substance, as that in the twenty-second 
verse of the sixth chapter, where it says, “But now being 
made free from sin, and become servants to God, ye have 



Abg. IV.] JUSTIFICATION AND BECBNEEATION. 


65 


your fruit unto holiness, and the end everlasting life?’^ 
Notice the two similar points in each quotation. 1. The 
leing made free is mentioned. 2. The result of this free- 
dom, which in one passage is called Iringing forth fruit 
unto Ood, in the other fruit unto holiness; yet in the sixth 
chapter he is speaking of justification by faith, and this 
seventh is just a continuation of the same subject, and 
not a transition to what some call entire sanctification. 
?Observe, further, how nearly the above quotation from 
the seventh chapter agrees with that found in the tenth, 
which says, ^^For Christ is the end of the law for right- 
eousness — slq for the purpose of justification — 

to every one that believeth.” So the Jew is taught that 
salvation is not found by his observance of law, but in 
his reception of Christ; and since Christ is the end of the 
law for, or in order to^ justification^ and since it is said, 
^‘The law is our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ 
that we might be justified by faith. But that after faith 
is come, we are no longer under a schoolmaster,’^ it seems 
conclusive, if we make Scripture its own interpreter, that 
the apostle is still preaching justification to the Jew by 
the forcible illustration of the marriage relation being 
allowed where one of the parties in a former marriage has 
died. This seventh chapter, therefore, is a continuance 
of the argument on justification by faith. In no instance 
have we seen a statement of 'entire sanctification, or the 
use of the verb to sanctify. The eighth chapter we now 
notice briefly, in order to see ivhat doctrine it contains. 
He says, There is therefore now no condemnation to 
them which are in Christ Jesus."’ Now, to he in Christ 
Jesus j means to be a believer in him. We have a similar 
passage in 2 Cor. v, 17: ‘"If any man be in Christ, he is 
a new creature.” This passage, also, means a believer by 
the phrase in Christ.^^ Dr. Clarke defines it, “ A gen- 
uine Christian, having Christ dwelling in his heart by 
faith.” Mr. Wesley defines it. “A true believer in him.” 
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We find, then, that the apostle speaks of a genuine Oliris- 
tian and true believer^ but such a person is no other than 
one standing in the Abrahamic covenant, the term or 
condition of which is faith. No condemnation is there 
to such a one, for at the hand of God there is no imputa- 
tion of sin to him; his faith is reckoned to him for justi- 
fication. Such a person has also the Spirit, and he walks 
after the same, and as Christ is in him ; the body is dead 
indeed, because of the death of Adam, the fall ; it is still 
subject to the sentence, “Dust thou art;^' but the spirit 
is life because of righteousness, {justification) In verse 16 
he says, “ The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirit, 
that we are the children of God; and if children, then 
heirs; heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ/’ Now, 
this is the very style of the same author writing to the 
Galatians, where he is speaking of justification by faith. 
First, he shows the sonship of the believer, then the heir- 
dom. “ For ye are all the children of God by faith of 
Jesus Christ.” “And if ye are Christ’s, then are ye 
Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise.” 
These are the privileges of justifying faith ; namely, son- 
ship and heirdom^ and in the book of Galatians he sets 
forth these two relations to God as the blessedness of the 
justified relation and of the regenerated state. But, in 
Romans viii, he speaks of the same two results of justi- 
fication; hence he speaks in Romans of justification, which 
is apparent from the fact that in verse 10 he uses the 
very word itself: “The Spirit is life because of justifi- 
cation.” In verse 33, when he would speak of the good- 
ness and mercy of God, of his love and tenderness in the 
pardon of sin, he does not use such a term as sanctifica- 
tion, but he uses the verb found in v, 1, kindred with 
other words used from the beginning of the Epistle, and 
in keeping with the subject-matter throughout, saying, 
“ It is God that justifieth — 6 the one justifying T 
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From this we see that St. Paulas constant theme is justi- 
fication, and not sanctification. 

The ninth chapter, it is well known, has been, in time 
gone by at least, a very difi&cult passage to explain. 
Some Calvinistic writers, from a misapprehension of the 
scope of the apostle’s argument, have fallen into great 
error concerning the doctrines of election and reprobation, 
because they regarded this as teaching a personal election 
and reprobation, and not as national in its character. 
We notice, 

1. The apostle expresses great sorrow for the Jews on 
account of their unbelief and rebellion. This is included 
in verses 1-3 ; “ I say the truth in Christ, I lie not, my 
conscience also bearing me witness in the Holy Ghost, 
that I have great heaviness and continual sorrow in my 
heart. For I could wish that myself were accursed from 
Christ, for my brethren, my kinsmen according to the 
flesh.” 

2. He speaks of the great privileges of the Jews, verses 
4, 6 : Who are Israelites ; to whom pertaineth the adop- 
tion, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving of 
the law, and the service of God, and the promises ; whose 
are the fathers, and of whom, as concerning the flesh, 
Christ came, who is over all, God blessed forever. Amen.” 
They had such gracious privileges, and the apostle being 
one of them as to nation, that he wished himself an 
anathema from Christ, probably as taken from the visible 
Church and put to death as a victim for their sakes, if 
such would save them. 

3. He next shows that the Jews are not all cast off, 
as if God’s promise to them had failed wherein he said, 

I will establish my covenant betwe'en me and thee, and 
to thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an ever- 
lasting covenant • to be a God unto thee and to thy seed 
after thee.” Gen. xvii, 7. This promise he refers to in 
verse 6: ^^Not as though the Word of God had taken 
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none effect, for they are not all Israel 'which are of 
Israel.” 

4. He assigns two other reasons to show why the Jews 
are cast off; the first is, that the natural descendants of 
Ahraham are not the true children of God, verse 7 : ^^ISTei- 
ther because they are the seed of Abraham, are they all 
children.”' The second is, that the true children are 
called in Isaac, and limited to him, because of him Christ 
should come, otherwise an Ishmaelite, because he was a 
descendant of Abraham, had as good a right to be called 
a child of God as any Jew had. In verse 8, therefore, 
he explains the ground he takes in verse 7 : That is, 
They which are the children of the flesh, these are not 
the children of God ; but the children of the promise are 
counted for the seed.” 

5. He introduces his Scripture proof of the ground 

which he takes, as stated above in our fourth point, verse 
9 : For this is the word of promise, At this time will I 
come, and Sarah shall have a son.” Here the apostle 
refers the Jew to the promise, merely giving a part of 
the CLuotationfor the whole, which was the Jewish mode of 
quoting the Scriptures. God said to Abraham: any 

thing too hard for the Lord? At the time appointed I 
will return unto thee, according to the time of life, and 
Sarah shall have a son.” Gen. xviii, 14. Wow St. Paul 
well knew that the Jew understood, of this son, who was 
Isaac, that God had promised to Abraham, Isaac 
shall thy seed be called.” 

6. The apostle gives a further illustration of the doc- 
trine that the children of the pi’omise are counted for the 
seed,” to show that the Jew has no right to object to 
God’s ‘^promise” oi:'']plan of salvation: “And not only” 
is “ this ” plan of saving men by faith, as taught in the 
Abrahamie covenant, so, according as it pleased God to 
establish it on this plan, in preference to all other plans, 
but we have a similar instance of God doing as he pleases 
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with nations, in the case of the birth of two nations in 
Jacob and Esau. Therefore we have no right to object 
to any of God’s plans of procedure ; for if he casts off the 
Jews for their unbelief, it is according to his plan or pur- 
pose, for “ when Rebecca also had conceived by one, even 
by our father Isaac, (for the children [or nations] being 
not yet born, neither having done any good or evil, 
that the purpose [or plan] of God, according to election 
[or mere choice] might stand, not of works, [for it was 
before either Jacob, or Esau, or their posterity had a 
being,] but of him that calleth ;) it was said unto her, The 
elder [nation] shall serve the younger [nation.] As it is 
written, Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” “ I 
have loved Jacob with a peculiar love, that is, the Israel- 
ites, the posterity of Jacob; and I have comparatively 
hated Esau, that is, the Edomites, the posterity of Esau. 
But observe, 1. This does not relate to the person of 
Jacob or Esau. 2. Nor does it relate to the eternal state 
either of them or their posterity.” (Wesley’s Note.) 

7. St. Paul anticipates an objection now from the Jew, 
and says — verse 14 — ^^What shall we say then, [to all 
this ?] Is there unrighteousness with God ? God forbid.” 
Then he sustains his proposition from Scripture, “ Eor he 
saith to Moses, I will have mercy on whom I will have 
mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will have 
compassion.” ‘‘The words of God to Moses — ^Exod. 
xxxiii, 19 — show that God has a right to dispense his 
blessings as he pleases ; for, after he had declared that he 
'would spare the Jews of old, and continue them in the 
relation of his peculiar people, when they had deserved 
to have been cut off for their idolatry, he said, I mil make 
all my goodness pass before ihee^ and I will proclaim the 
name of the Lord before thee ; and I will have mercy otE 
whom I will have mercy ^ and I loiH have compassion on 
whom I will have compassion.^^ As if he had said, I will 
make such a display of my perfections as shall convince 
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you that my nature is kind and beneficent ; but know that 
I am a debtor to none of my creatures. My benefits and 
blessings are merely from my own good-will ; nor can any 
people^ much less' a rehellious people, challenge them as 
their due in justice or equity. And therefore I now spare 
the Jews ; not because either you who intercede for them, 
or they themselyes, have any claim upon my favor, but on 
my own free and sovereign grace I choose to show them 
mercy and compassion. I will give my salvation in my 
own way and on my own terms. He that believeth on my 
Son Jesus shall be saved, and he that believeth not shall 
be damned. This is Grod’s ultimate design ; this purpose 
ho will never change, and this he has fully declared in the 
everlasting Gospel. This is the grand decree of reproba- 
tion and election.^’ (Dr. Adam Clarke, in loco.) 

8. The apostle now draws his conclusion : “ So then, it 

[the blessing] is not of him that willeth, [as Abraham 
willed that it be given to Ishmael,] nor of him that run- 
neth, [as Esau ran for the venison,] but of God that 
sheweth mercy.” The meaning of this verse is, that 
God’s mode of conferring the blessing of his Divine favor 
is not according to the will of man, but according to the 
grace of God — such grace as is manifested in the plan of 
salvation, through justification hy offered to wicked 

men* 

9. St. Paul sustains this conclusion by another quota- 

tion : For he saith unto Pharaoh, Even for this same 
purpose have I liaised thee up, that I might show my 
power in thee, and that my name might be declared 
throughout all the earth,” Verse 17. “ God has an in- 

disputable right to reject those who will not accept the 
blessings on his own terms. And this he exercised in the 
case of Pharaoh, to whom, after many instances of stub- 
bornness and rebellion, he said, as it is recorded in Scrip- 
ture, For this very thing have I raised ihee up^ (W esley’s 
Note, in loco.) 
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According to thiSj the apostle draws his conclusion. 

Therefore hath he mercy on. whom he will have mercy, 
and whom he will he harden eth/^ jSo then. That is, 
accordingly he does show mercy on his own terms; 
namely, on them that believe. And whom he willeth. 
Namely, them that believe not. Se hardenetli. Leaves 
to the hardness of their hearts.” (WesIey^s Note.) 

10. Now, the apostle introduces an objection in the 
person of a Jew: Thou wilt say then unto me, Why 
doth he yet find fault ? for who hath resisted his will ?” 
Verse 19. God’s glory be so highly promoted and 
manifested by our obstinacy, and he suffers us to proceed 
in our hardness and infidelity, why does he find fault with 
us, or punish us for that which is according to his good 
pleasure (Dr. Adam Clarke, in loco^ Then he admin- 
isters a reproof to such an objector : Nay, but, 0 man, 
’who art thou that repliest against God? Shall the thing 
formed say to him that formed it, Why hast thou made me 
thus? Hath not the potter power over the clay, of the 
same lump to make one vessel unto honor, and another 
unto dishonor?’’ ^^To appoint one vessel — ^namely, the 
believer — to honor^ and another — the unbeliever — to dis- 
honor,'’ (Wesley’s Note.) Reader, observe that, ac- 
cording to our argument and according to Mr. Wesley, 
the arguments of the apostle border most elaborately on 
the doctrine of justieioation by eaith, and this is Dr. 
Clarke’s view, as seen from his language above quoted. 

What if God, willing to show his wrath and to make his 
power known, endured with much long-suffering the vessels 
of wrath fitted to destruction ; and that he might make 
known the riches of his glory on the vessels of mercy, 
which he had afore prepared unto glory, even us whom he 
hath called, not of the Jews only, but also of the Gen- 
tiles.” ^^Is this any injustice?” (Wesley’s Note.) 

11. Has not God promised to call the Gentiles? Surely 
he has; for here is the proof: As he saith also in Osee, 
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[that is, the prophet Hosea,]"I will call them my people, 
which are not my people; and her beloved, which was 
not beloved. And it shall come to pass, that in the place 
where it was said unto them, Ye ure not my people, there 
shall they be called, the children of the living God.” 
Verses 25, 26. On the other hand, did not God say 
that only a part of Israel should be saved, that in right- 
eousness he would cut the work short for their unbelief? 
He did it; for, ^‘Esaias also crieth concerning Israel. 
Though the number of the children of Israel be as the 
sand of the sea, a remnant shall be saved. For he will 
finish the work, and cut it short in righteousness ; because 
a short work will the Lord make upon the earth. And 
as Esaias said before, Except the Lord of Sabaoth had 
left us a seed, we had been as Sodom, and been made like 
unto Gomorrah.” Verses 27-29. Here the apostle ends 
his powerful argument against the Jew, and is now ready 
for his conclusion, How, according to the context and 
the scope, and according to the excellent commentators, 
to whom I have referred, the apostle’s argument goes to 
show that he has been convincing the Jew, that the great 
mass of the Jewish people, as a nation, have been rejected 
on account of their unbelief, and that the Gentiles who 
believe are the elect, together with the believing Jews. 
The words of verse 8 ought to settle this question, if we 
had no other proof in the chapter, especially when we 
compare them with the former part of this Epistle; 
namely, ^^The children of the promise are counted for 
the seed.” But the apostle’s conclusion, which is his 
final one on this argument, completely fixes his meaning : 

What shall we say then ? That the Gentiles which fol- 
lowed not after righteousness [dcxatocTUi^yjv^ justification] 
have attained to righteousness, justificatiooij] 

even the righteousness justification] which 

is of faith; but Israel which followed after the law of 
righteousness justification] hath not attained 
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unto the law of righteousness [dtxato(T6v7j<;j jusfification,~\ 
Wherefore? Because they sought it not by faith, 
[man’s part of the condition in the Abrahamic covenant,] 
but as it were by the works of the law. For they stum- 
bled at that stumbling-stone [a crucified Savior.] As it is 
written, [in Isaiah,] Behold I lay in Sion a stumbling- 
stone, and rock of offense ; and whosoever bblieveth on 
HIM shall not be ashamed.’^ If this, as taught in the 
ninth chapter of Eomans, is not justification by faith, 
the very same as taught in every one of the preceding 
eight chapters, have we any assurance that it is taught 
any where in the Bible? For he names the very doctrine 
itself which I have placed in the original above. Its 
namey its condition^ being by faith, the manner in which 
he describes the Jews as rejecting it, the calling of the 
Gentiles, according to prophecy, to be partakers of this 
blessing, the scopes the context y the implied parties and 
parts in the Abrahamic covenant, and the opinion of our 
commentators, themselves entire sanctificationists, agree 
that St. Paul teaches nothing else, as a direct theme or 
doctrine, but justification by faith and its internal 
spiritual blessing, eegeneeation, in this entire chapter. 
The careful reader and sound reasoner, we think, will not 
think us tedious on this chapter, if he duly consider the 
bearings of the argument in all directions. 

We will now notice the tenth chapter, in order to see 
if it teaches regeneration or entire sanctification. He 
says, “Brethren, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for 
Israel is that they might be saved. For I bear them 
record that they have a zeal of God, but not according 
to knowledge. For they, being ignorant of God’s right- 
eousness, \T7j)f rou Oecio dtxaLOffvvr^v^ the justification of Qod^ 
and going about to establish their own righteousness, 
[^justification^ have not submitted themselves unto the 
righteousness \rij dtxaio(Tuy^y justification^ of God. For 
Christ is the end of the law for righteousness \duaioa6vyiVy 

7 
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justification] to every one tliat believetli [that fills his par 
in the Abrahamic covenant.] For Moses describeth th( 
righteousness [dcxatoc^u'^yj'^^^ justification] which is of th( 
laWy That the man which doeth those things shall live ir 
them. But the righteousness [dcxaco(7u>7)^ justificatio7i_ 
which is of FAITH [the condition on man’s part in th( 
covenant of grace] speaketh on this wise, Say not ir 
thine heart. Who shall ascend into heaven ? (that is, tc 
bring Christ [God’s part in the covenant] down fron 
above ;) or, Who shall descend into the deep ? (that is, tc 
bring Christ up again from the dead.) But what saith it i 
The word is nigh thee, even in thy mouth, and in thj 
heart: that is, the word of faith which we preach; thal 
if thou shalt confess wuth thy mouth the Lord Jesus, anc 
shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from 
the dead, thou shalt be saved. For with the heart mar 
BELIE VETH [complieth with the term of the covenant] 
unto righteousness, \fitxaio<Tovy))^j j'ustification^ which God as 
his part in the covenant promised to Gmpute,’] and with 
the mouth confession is made unto salvation. For the 
Scriptures saith, Whosoever believeth on him shall not be 
ashamed. [You Jews will find justification by faith taught 
in your own Scriptures.] For there is no difference be- 
tween the Jew and the Greek; for the same Lord over 
all is rich unto all that call upon him. For whosoever 
shall call on the name of the Lord shall be saved.” So 
the apostle goes on. His words, without any comment, 
as found in this quotation, show beyond doubt that he 
still teaches justification by faith, giving it, indeed, that 
namCy the same as he teaches in all the former part of 
this Epistle. If any one can desire more proof in favor 
of our argument, he can read Dr. Adam Clarke and Mr. 
Wesley on the passage. We see^no sign of entire sanc- 
tification, as additional to justification and regeneration, 
taught in this chapter, but the apostle is still aiming at 
his one grand theme — ^justification by faith. We will 
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briefly consider chapter eleven. The scope of the passage 
must be considered. The apostle now asks the question, 
in view of the argument presented in the preceding chap- 
ter, “ I say then, Hath God cast away his people ? God 
forbid. For I also [as well as the rest of you Jews] am 
an Israelite, of the seed of Abraham, of the tribe of 
Benjamin, [and I believed in the Lord Jesus Christ my- 
self, and I have by no means been cast off, for God for 
Christ’s sake hath saved me because I believed, was justi- 
fied and regenerated by faith, and not by works.] God 
hath not cast away his people which he foreknew ; [for if 
he hath I am sure he would have cast away me, for I, 
although saved, deserve to be called the chief of sinners ; 
I breathed out threatening and slaughter against the 
Church.] Wot ye not what the Scripture saith [under 
similar circumstances] of Elias [when Jezebel was perse- 
cuting him, how he fled and hid himself in a cave, and 
how the Lord came to him and said unto him, ^What 
doest thou here, Elijah?’* ‘And he said, I have been 
very jealous for the Lord God of hosts; for the chil- 
dren of Israel have forsaken thy covenant, thrown down 
thine altars, and slain thy prophets wuth the sword ; and I, 
even I only, am left; and they seek my life to take it 
away.’ And have ye not read in your own Scriptures, 
how the Lord answered him and said, ‘ Yet have I left me 
seven thousand in Israel, all the knees which have not 
bowed unto Baal, and every mouth which hath not kissed 
him.’t] Even so, then, at this present time also, there 
is a remnant according to the election of grace.’^ Just 
so ; God then did not cast away Elijah, his servant, who 
had faith in him, nor the seven thousand who still ac- 
knowledged him as the true God ; nor will he cast away 
any of the children of Abraham, according to the flesh, 
if they will come unto Christ and believe. “And if by 
grace, then is it no more of works; otherwise grace is 
^ 1 Kings six, 9. 18. 
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no more grace. But if it be of works, then it is no more 
grace; otherwise work is no more work.'’’ Dr. Adam Clarke 
makes the following judicious comment on the words ac- 
cording to the election of grace^ above quoted, which is well 
worthy of a place in this connection. He says, “ And 
these are saved just as God has saved all believers from 
the beginning ; they are chosen by his grace^ not on ac- 
count of any worth or excellence in themselves, but through 
his goodness are they chosen to have a place in his 
Church, and continue to be his people, entitled to all the 
privileges of the new covenant. The election of grace 
simply signifies God’s gracious design in sending the 
Christian system into the world, and saving under it all 
those who believe in Christ Jesus, and none else. Thus 
the believers in Christ are chosen to inherit the blessings 
of the Gospel, while those who seek justification by the 
works of the law are rejected.” On this same expression, 
namely, according to the election of gracCy Mr, Wesley 
says, ^‘According to that gracious purpose of God, he 
that believeth shall be saved.” How certain it is, then, 
that St. Paul is still teaching justification and regenera- 
tion, with this understanding, that he is in this part of 
his Epistle more particularly offering it to the Jew. Our 
commentators so understood him. In like manner he rea- 
sons all through the chapter with the Jew, in order to 
instruct him in Christ, that he may be justified by faith. 
In verse 32 he says, ^^Por God hath concluded them all 
[both Jews and Gentiles] in unbelief, that he might have 
mercy upon all.” How very similar is this to Galatians 
iii, 22 : The Scripture hath concluded all under sin, that 
the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to 
them that believe.” This is the very same doctrine. It 
evidently refers to the Abrahainic covenant, called the 
promise on account of faith of Jesus Christy because God, 
in that covenant, made a promise, on his part of the com- 
pact, to give Jesus Christ as the Savior to all who would 
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fill their part of the same compact, which part was to be- 
lieve, This is the only salvation which God hath given us. 
This, St. Paul, as God’s servant, has faithfully declared 
in the eleven chapters now examined. In no case does this 
one teach the so-called doctrine of entire sanctification. 

We pass to chapter twelve. It is sufficient to say on 
this one that the apostle says nothing directly about 
justification by faith, nor does he say any thing about 
what is called entire sanctification. The whole chapter 
is hortatory in its character, directing us to the practice 
of almost every good, Christian act, such as, “Let love 
be without dissimulation;” “Abhor that which is evil;” 
“Recompense to no man evil for evil;” “If thine enemy 
hunger, feed him;” “If he thirst, give him drink.” Now, 
St. James teaches the very same kind of doctrine ; for 
he says, “If a brother or sister be naked, and destitute 
of daily food, and one of you say unto them, Depart in 
peace, be ye warmed and filled; notwithstanding ye give 
them not those things which are needful for the body; 
what doth it profit ? Even so faith, [justifying faith, taken 
in the sense of compliance with the Abrahamic covenant, 
for he mentions in verse twenty-three that Abraham’s 
offering up of Isaac fulfilled that Scripture which saith, 
^Abraham believed God, and it was counted unto him 
for righteousness;’ but this offering up of Isaac and this 
command to feed the hungry are given by James, in the 
same context and scope, as the fruit of justification and 
regeneration, as the reference to Abraham shows,] if it 
hath not works, is dead, being alone.” From this it is 
apparent that St. James teaches good works as the fruit 
of justification, and as necessary to the life of faith, as the 
spirit is necessary to the life of the body. Our Church 
has always taught and believed St. James in this sense.* 
If, therefore, St. James makes an argument for the life 

^See Articles of Religion, Article IX, of the Justification of Man, Meth- 
odist Discipline. 
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and preservation of the justified relation and regen- 
erated state, which are by faith, through his plea for 
good works as the sign of such faith, he justly deseryes 
the honor of teaching justification by faith as much as 
St. Paul taught it. But Paul, in the chapter under con- 
sideration, inculcates the same good works that James 
did, as the fruit of faith ; and since Paul has taught just- 
ification in the whole of the eleven chapters already 
discussed, it is apparent that in this one he exhorts them 
to exhibit the sign as James did; therefore, he is still 
virtually teaching justification by faith, and making no 
reference to any greater work in the heart than St. James 
referred to when he taught works as the fruit of Abra- 
ham’s justifioatioiiy and not of his entire sanctification as 
something additional. 

As to the thirteenth chapter, it is said — verse 10 — 
“Love is the fulfilling of the law.” As St. James taught 
justification by works, as the fruit of justification by faith, 
so does St. Paul, in this chapter, as above quoted, teach 
the same doctrine; namely, that the keeping of the moral 
law is justification by works, not in the sense of pardon, 
but as the fruit of the pardoned relation. What I have 
said on the last chapter is all applicable on this one. No 
more need be added; for if what is there said is conclu- 
sive, the same reasoning is on this chapter. 

We are now at the fourteenth. Here the apostle gives 
some advice about eating certain kinds of food, because, 
“one believeth that he may eat all things; another, who 
is weak, eateth herbs.” As some offense was about to 
arise in the Church from such a state of things, the 
apostle gives his instruction, to the edification of all con- 
cerned, to show them that these things were only side 
issues and of minor importance : “ For the kingdom of 
God is not meat and drink, but righteousness, [dtxaco^ouyjy 
justification^ and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost.” 
Now, it seems as if St. Paul here preached the same 
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doctrine, in describing the kingdom of God in the heart 
of the believer, that he did in the forepart of the fifth 
chapter of this Epistle. For there he says, “ Being just- 
ified by faith, we have peace” — “we rejoice in hope” — 
“the Holy Ghost is given unto us.” Observe here, also, 
these three points of resemblance: 1. The kingdom of 
God he says is justification; 2. Peace; 3. Joy; 4. It is 
in the JSoly Ghost Does he not here teach the same 
doctrine, exactly, that he taught in the fifth chapter? 
Has it not the same marks? It is justification in both 
instances, and it has three results in common^ distinctly 
mentioned; namely, peace, joy, and the Holy Ghost. 
Since, therefore, all agree that in the fifth chapter he is 
teaching justification, he does it also in the present one. 
And the doctrine of entire sanctification, as such, is not 
found. 

As to the fifteenth chapter he says — averse 12 — “And 
again Esaias saith, There shall be a root of Jesse, and he 
that shall arise to rule over the Gentiles, in him shall 
the Gentiles [trust.” The apostle having shown in the 
preceding part of his Epistle, that Christ was the Savior 
of the Jews who would believe, now begins to show, more 
fully than before, that he is also the Savior of the believ- 
ing Gentiles. In proof whereof he quotes three passages, 
one from the Psalms, one from Deuteronomy, and ,one 
from Isaiah. This last I have quoted above. The root 
of Jesse is the Messiah, and in him shall the Gentiles 
trust. Trust is the chief element in saving faith. Every 
Gentile who receives the blessing of justification trmis in 
him. We receive him in the Abrahamic covenant, our 
part of which, in order to salvation, is trust And all the 
while in the covenant of grace, ours is simply a justified 
relation and regenerated state, as was the case with Abra- 
ham. But in verse 13 all the elements pertaining to 
justification are mentioned, as we found them in the last 
chapter; namely, faith — Oman’s part to exercise in the 
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covenant — peace, joy, hope, and the Holy Ghost. Here 
are his own words, ^^How the God of hope fill you with 
all JOY and peace in BBLiEViNa, that ye may abound in 
HOPE, through the power of the Holy Ghost.” From all 
these points of agreement it seems strange if St. Paul is 
not still speaking of justification by faith, and of its results, 
apart from the idea of any other or additional blessing.” 

We now take up the last chapter of Romans in order 
to see if, forsooth, St. Paul may teach what is called 
entire sanctification before he closes his Epistle. In verse 
8 he says, '' Great Priscilla and Aquila, my helpers in 
Christ Jesus.” We have already shown, in accordance 
with Mr. Wesley and Dr. Adam Clarke, that the phrase 
"‘m Christ'' means to he a believer in him, and, if a be- 
liever^ then in the Abrahamic covenant, and if in cov- 
enant relation, then simply justified and regenerated, as 
Abraham was. 

In the twenty-sixth verse he speaks of the mystery 
' made manifest, and by the Scriptures of the prophets, 
according to the commandment of the everlasting God, 
made known to all nations for the obedience of faith.” 
Two observations on this passage are sufficient; 1. It is 
necessary for us to know what is meant by the mys- 
tery.” This the apostle defines most explicitly ,nn Ephe- 
sians iii, 6, to be, That the Gentiles should be fellow- 
heirs, and of the same body, and partakers of his promise 
in Christ by the Gospel.” We see, then, that the ''mys- 
tery” is the bringing in of the Gentiles to be fellow-heirs 
with the Jews. 2. The second observation is, to notice 
how this is done. The text in hand says that it is " to 
all nations for the obedience of faith.” We conclude, 
therefore, since this mystery is the call of the Gentiles, 
from the fact that it is to " all nations,” and as it is 
" for the obedience of faith,” that it is what the Scripture 
foresaw, "that God would justiey the heathen through 
faith, preached before the Gospel unto Abraham, saying, 
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In thee shall all nations be blessed.” This brings us to 
see that St. Paul spoke of justification by faith through- 
out the whole Epistle, and of nothing else, only as mere 
side issues, as his argument led him. This Epistle mani- 
fests great skill and strength of argument; and since its 
inspired author has distinctly mentioned in every chapter 
some characteristic of justification by faith, as taugfit in 
the Abrahamic covenant, such as “faith,” “believeth,” 
“the promise,” “justification,” “Jesus Christ,” “Abra- 
ham,” “ Abraham’s seed,” etc., he must have a peculiarly- 
sharp theological vision who can see the doctrine of entire 
sanctification, as a subsequent work in the soul to that of 
regeneration, any where taught in the whole Epistle, un- 
less he assume that the two are the same always^ and 
obtained at the same thne, which assumption has not been 
made on the part of any of our writers. It is further to 
be observed that what is here said on Romans may be 
said of every Epistle that "ever St. Paul wrote. It may 
be also said that there never was a Gospel sermon 
preached since the first promise of the Savior but what 
pertained to justification hy faith in some way or another ; 
for if the sermon was on faiih^ that is the teym on man’s 
part in the covenant ; if in any -way about Christ, it was 
about G-od’s part in that covenant ; and this part includes 
all that a preacher can say about eternal life. If the dis- 
course should be concerning any act of Christian duty, 
covered by the keeping of the moral law, then it was the 
fruit of the justified relation that the sermon set forth, 
and so on, in every respect, the Gospel, all told, is found 
in the Abrahamic covenant, and justification hy faithy as 
used by St. Paul, includes it all, as to the present life. 
In the beginning of this fourth argument we proposed to 
present it under two general heads. Having treated of 
the fii’st, the point to be discussed is, , 

II. That regeneration, as taught in the Epistle to the 
Homans, is an absolutely sinless state of the souL 
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We can not easily fail to prove this proposition, if the 
former one in this argument has been successfully dis- 
cussed. Since that, however, is now submitted to the 
unprejudiced reader, we propose to notice, 

1. St. Paul’s co7ifidence in regeneration: ^‘For I am 

not ashamed of the Grospel of Christ : for it is the power 
of God unto salvation.” Rom. i, 16. (a) It has been 

shown that the Epistle to the Romans throughout speaks 
of regeneration only, as an inward work of the soul. 
(J) This is, practically, the Gospel of Christ,” above 
spoken of. (c) This Gospel of Christ” is the “power 
of God unto salvation.” (d) Therefore, logically, regen- 
eration in the soul is the power of God unto the salvation 
of that soul, (e) There can be no doubt about the salva- 
tion being eternal^ for if it were not, then the “ power of 
God” would be limited, confining the salvation to a mere 
degree in its efiects, or merely to time as to its duration. 
Eternal salvation is clearly understood by all our com- 
mentators on this passage ; less than this perhaps none 
would think of. “As St. Paul comprises the sum of the 
Gospel in this Epistle, so he does the sum of the Epistle 
in this and the following verse.” (W esley’s Note.) “The 
Gospel had power to effect,” says Mr. Watson, “the con- 
sequent restoration of man to the Divine favor and image 
and to IMMORTALITY and changeless blessedness.” (Ex- 
position.) Now, if eternal salvation is meant here, which 
none can deny, if God saves men with such a salvation, 
and if regeneration be not an absolutely-sinless state of 
the soul, then it follows that that blessing is either such a 
sinless state or that God saves, with an eternal salvation, 
the soul which is partly sinful. What shall we say to 
this ? Which of the two shall we most reasonably believe ? 

2. The regenerated state, included in the justified rela- 
tion, fully excum siioli a regenerated soul from further 
^TByaration to meet God, and if so excused from further 
inward preparation, an absolutely-sinless state is implied, 



Arg. IV.] JUSTIVrCATIOK AND BEaENERATION, 


83 


otker^ise God saves men eternally, although, not in a 
completely-sinless condition. What then? are we [Jews] 
better than they, [the Gentiles?] No, in no wise : for we 
have before proved both Jews and Gentiles, that they are 
all under sin ; as it is written, There is none righteous, 
no, not one.’' iii, 9, 10. 

In this passage St. Paul holds that the Jew is just as 
sinful as the Gentile, and this he proves to show the Jew 
his need of justification and regeneration through faith in 
Christ — a necessity founded on the fact, that, under the 
curse of Adam, ^Hhere is none righteous.” Now, the 
thing implied in this passage is this : Paul means, in ar- 
guing with the Jew, to convey to him the idea that if God 
could find any one, on the whole face of the earth, who 
was JUST, that is, a justified and regenerated man, then 
he would excuse such a one from justification, and would 
save him eternally in heaven without requiring him to 
seek such a blessing. He virtually says to them, I find 
you Jews just as guilty and as much under the curse as 
the Gentiles, and therefore there is no excuse for you but 
to he justified and regenerated, [you are equally guilty 
with the despised Gentiles,] ^ That every mouth may be 
stopped, and all the world may become guilty before 
God.’” We conclude, then, that this language teaches 
that had God found any just men on the earth, who had 
not been affected by the Fall, such he would have excused 
from being justified. Hence, he urges on them justifica- 
tion, as a sulstitute for a supposed natural goodness which 
they thought was acceptable with God ; such justification 
implies a dull excuse from God from any further prepa- 
ration for heaven. Christ himself taught that the ninety- 
and-nine just persons ” needed no repentance.” Now, 
since a final and eternal salvation is implied in the suffi- 
ciency of justification and regeneration, we are bound to 
consider the latter a sinless state, or sin can enter heaven. 

3. The blood of Christ, as our propitiatory sacrifice, 
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cleanses from “ ALL Whom Grod hath set forth to 

be a propitiatioHj through faith in his blood/’ iii, 25. (a) 
His bloodj” found in the Epistle above quoted, St. J ohn 
says, cleanseth us from all sin.” 1 John i, 7. And 
this is a proof passage used by those who hold to the 
theory of entire sanctification, (h) This all- clean sing 
benefit of Christ’s blood is obtained '' through faith,” (c?) 
The whole Epistle shows that this faith is no more than 
justifying faith. For immediately after the expression, 
“thi’ough faith in his blood,” he says, to declare his 
righteousness ^dczato<juyq<;^ justifieatiori] for the remission 
of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.” 
Then he repeats it, as if to give it emphasis, ^^To declare, 
I say, at this time his righteousness, [ScxatoffouTji;^ justijica- 
tion j\ that he might be just, and the justifier of him which 
believeth in Jesus.” Now, if this is not justifying 

faith, then, truly, St. Paul is not teaching justification at 
all, but something else. Reader, what shall we call it ? {d) 
Our better judgment says that it is no other than simply 
justifying, since this faith is the condition in the scheme 
of mercy whereby man is to receive the Divine favor. 
The context shows that St. Paul is not only teacliing 
justification by faith;, but that he teaches it in the cove- 
nant^ and thereby constantly uses faith as the condition 
of that covenant, {e) If it is only justifying faith, if re- 
genei’ation is the concomitant ” of justification, then this 
state is a sinless one — absolutely so, since the faith spoken 
of is in his blood,” here represented as applied in the 
very act of one’s justification; which blood, it has been 
shown, cleanseth us from ALL sin.” (/) In the face of 
all this. Dr. Peck, apparently in order to disentangle him- 
self from inextricable difficulties, actually invented another 
faith, greater and more efficient than that taught by St. 
Paul. He says, This oreat pifpekex'CE between the 
faith which justifies and that which sanctifies wholly, is, 
that the former contemplates simple pardon, or the cancel- 
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ing of guilt; while the latter respects the destruction of 
inward sin, and the entire restoration of the divine image.’’ 
(Christian Perfection, p. 254.) Paul says, “One faith,” 
Dr. P. says as to degree; and the covenant, as to its 
nature^ says one faith. And all the definitions of regen- 
eration, as given by Mr. Watson, the other authors, the 
adopted Catechism of our Church, and the Bible, also, 
declare that in the moment of our regeneration the soul 
is in the image of God ; but according to Dr. Peck, this 
extra^ this intensified faith alone respects the “ restoration 
of the divine image.” 

4. Justification and regeneration save the soul eternally^ 
according to a plain promise in this Epistle. “ But God 
commendeth his love toward us, in that while we were yet 
sinners, Christ died for us. Much more then, being now 
justified by his blood, we shall be saved prom wrath 
THROUGH HIM.” V, 8, 9. (a) The idea taught in this 

quotation is, that if God, unconditionally and of free grace^ 
on his own part manifested his love toward us while we 
were yet aliens, by giving his Son to die for us, by how 
much more, therefore, will he manifest his love toward us 
in our eternal salvation from wrath^ since the blood of 
Christ has become the procuring cause of our salvation 
through the obedience of faith. (&) The phrase, “ being 
now justified by his blood,” must be taken in the sense 
of an atonement having been made for us, by which, 
through faith therein, we have justification, (c) This 
justification, thus procured for us by means of the merito- 
rious blood of Christ, covers the whole case— includes all 
the work in the soul as a fitness for heaven ; for the pas- 
sage does not imply that Christ is the meritorious cause 
of entire sanctification, as some use this phrase, but sim- 
ply of our justification, and the blessing connected there- 
with. (d) Our commentators plainly understood St. Paul 
here to mean by the phrase, “saved from wrath,” an 
eternal salvation in heaven, from the wrath of an endless 
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perdition. Mr. Wesley says, ^^From all the effects of the 
wrath of God.’' Mr. Benson says, '' From future punish- 
ment, from the vengeance of eternal fire.” (e) Conclusion : 
Justification and regeneration will save a soul from eter- 
nal fire. But if saved from eternal fire, that soul must 
dwell in the eternal, final heaven of God’s people ; but if 
it dwell in heaven eternally, it must be absolutely sinless, 
since none but such can enter there ; and, therefore, the 
justified and regenerated soul is absolutely sinless. 

5. The Epistle teaches that the justification of God 
was spoken of by the prophets, and it behooves us to 
observe in what manner they spoke of it. ^‘Now the 
righteousness \dtxaio(T()vrj^ justification] of God without the 
law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and the 
prophets; even the righteousness [dtxaiO(Tuv7)y justifica- 
tion'] of God which is by faith of Jesus Christ unto all, 
and upon all them that believe.” iii, 21, 22. (a) From 

this passage we see that what St. Paul means in verse 
21 by the justification of God, he defines in verse 22 to 
be the justification by faith, which comes ^‘upon ail them 
that believe.” (h) But he says that the prophets” 
witnessed” this justification; that is, they predicted it, 
as the great dispensation of the coming Messiah ; this is 
certain, since he says that it was witnessed by the law,” 
as well as by the prophets; it is also certain, because he 
says that by the law and the prophets it “is mani- 
fested” — 7:e4>avipa)Tac, has been manifested — as a past act 
having a present consequence, which consequence is the 
existence of the prophetic books of Scripture. Dr, 
Clarke says it is by the preachings and predictions ” 
of the prophets that this justification was manifested, 
(c) The testimony which Ezekiel bears on this point is 
clear : “ Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and 
ye shall be clean; from all your filthiness, and from 
ALL your idols, will I cleanse you. A new heart also 
will I give you, and a new spirit will I put within you ; 



Arg. IV.] JUSTIFICATION AND REGENERATION. 


87 


and I will take away the stony heart out of your flesh, 
and I will give you a heart of flesh. And I will put 
my Spirit within you. ... I will save you from all 
your UNCLEANNESSES.” E25ek. xxxvi, 25-29. “And he 
shall redeem Israel from all his iniquities.” Psalm 
cxxx, 8. {d) These two passages are prophetic of Christ’s 
kingdom, and they are both quoted by our standard 
authors on Christian perfection. Mr. Wesley quotes 
them on the 52d page of the “Plain Account of Chris- 
tian Perfection,” and Dr. Peck on the 217th page of his 
work — abridged edition ; they both use these passages, as 
proofSy in some way, of their view of entire sanctification. 
(e) The conclusion stands thus : St. Paul speaks of justi- 
fication and regeneration in the above-quoted passage, in 
which he says that the prophets spoke of or left written 
predictions concerning it. But these prophets, when ex- 
pressly speaking of Christ’s kingdom, describe the state 
of the soul of God’s people as absolutely sinless by 
passages that entire sanctificationists themselves take as 
proofs of their view of the subject; but they hold that one 
“ wholly sanctified” is then actually sinless in soul. There- 
fore, since the Psalmist, Ezekiel, and Paul were all speak- 
ing of regeneration, it follows that it is an enterely-sin- 
less state, entire sanctificationists themselves being judges. 

6. The Epistle to the Romans further teaches that re- 
generation affords a clean heart, as in the case of David. 
For it says, “Faith is counted for justification. Even 
as David also describeth the blessedness of the man unto 
whom God imputeth justification without works.” iv, 6. 
(a) St. Paul is here reasoning with the Jew about justi- 
fication and regeneration. (5) He teaches that David 
taught the same thing ; for the “ blessedness ” mentioned 
by David, he calls, in verse 9, “this blessedness,” and 
then proceeds to show that it will come on the Gentiles as 
well as on the Jews, because Abraham received the same 
thing about fourteen years before he was circumcised, 
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thereby showing that the act of circumcision, subsequent 
to the pardon of sin, had nothing to do with procuring 
that pardon, but that it was all through faith, and there- 
fore equally possible for the Gentile. According to Rev. 
Richard Watson, also, (Institutes, Vol. ii, p. 213, chap, 
xxiii,) David and Paul were teaching the same doc* 
trine, which all agree was justification and regeneration, 
(c) But from the order of the Psalms, this being found 
in the thirty-second Psalm, where David speaks of justi- 
fication, it is presumable that this occurred before he 
committed adultery with Bathsheba, which he repented 
of, as found in the fifty-first Psalm, {d) But in this 
Psalm he prays God to restore [which means to give 
lacTc what one had before] unto me the joy of thy salva- 
tion;'^ now, synonymous with his restoration he prays for 
a CLEAN heart," and for the blotting out of all mine 
iniquities." And since he prayed to be thus restored, 
this was the spiritual condition of his soul as mentioned 
in the thirty-second Psalm before he sinned; but this 
was no more than justification and regeneration, according 
to St. Paul; therefore, regeneration means a clean 
HEART, and the blotting out of all iniquity; conse- 
quently, an ABSOLUTELY-SINLBSS state of the soul. 

T. Our Epistle represents water-baptism as the sign 
of a PEEFBOTLY-SINLESS Condition of the soul, and that is 
REaENBEATiON. “ How shall we that are dead to sin, live 
any longer therein? Know ye not that so many of us 
as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his 
death?" vi, 3. (a) The apostle shows the Romans that 

they can not continue in sin, or have any fellowship with 
it, because they had taken upon themselves the Christian, 
baptismal vow. (b) This vow regards water-baptism as 
the sign of all that the Holy Ghost ever does for the 
soul while on earth, by way of purifying it. Our seven- 
teenth Article of Religion, found in our Discipline, says, 
“Baptism ... is also a sign of regeneration^ or of the 
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new liHhJ' Mr. Watson says, a aign^ baptism is 
more tian circumcision, because tbe covenant, under its 
new dispensation, was not only to offer pardon upon 
believing, deliverance from the bondage of fleshly appe- 
tites, and a peculiar spiritual relation to Grod, all which 
we find under the Old Testament, but also to bestow the 
Holy in his fullness, upon all believers ; and of this 
effusion of ^ the pow'er from on high/ baptism was made 
the visible sign.”* Now, I think that any orthodox 
Christian and theologian can fully indorse the Article of 
our Religion, quoted above, and also the quotation from 
Mr. Watson, so far as relates to the point in question, 
(c) There are three corresponding points to be observed; 
(1.) In our Article of Religion, baptism is said to be a 
sign of regeneration^ and not a sign of any greater work 
in the soul. (2.) Mr. Watson says it is the “visible sign” 
of the FULLNESS of the Holy Spirit upon all believers. 
(3.) St. Paul refers to it as the sign of regeneration, and 
so our Article of Religion and Mr. Watson just agree 
with the apostle, (d) But when St. Paul taught, as an 
immediate context to this passage, that the justified man 
is dead to sin; when he told the Church that their bap- 
tism by water had respect to an absolutely-sinless state; 
when our Article of Religion says that it is a sign of re- 
generation or the new birth ; when Mr. Watson says that 
it is the sign of the fullness of the Holy Spirit on be- 
lievers, dear reader, what, in the name of common-sense, 
do men mean when they write and talk about what they 
call “ entire sanctification,” as an additional, greater, and 
subsequent vfork to that of regeneration, when this last 
is the thing signified by the sign baptism, and that thing 
so signified, one of the greatest theologians that the world 
ever had declares to be the fullness of the Holy Spirit 
to the believer? Granting such a thing as entire sancti- 
fication, in the sense in which they hold it, can it mean 

^ Institutes, Vol. ii. Part Fourth, chap, iii, p. 626, 

R 
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more, as a work in the heart, than the EULLNESS of the 
Spirit ? Is there more than totality in any thing ? Is the 
Holy Spirit more than himself? Therefore, it is con- 
clusive that regeneration is an absolutely- sinless state 
of the soul, if it be granted that the EULLNESS of the 
Holy Spirit can produce such a state. 

8. The book of Romans further teaches that regenera- 
tion is a sinless state, in an entire degree, because our 
old man is crucified. “ Knowing this, that our old man is 
crucified with him, that the body of sin might be de- 
stroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin/’ vi, 6. 
(a) We may observe here, that, as it has been shown in 
the former division of this argument, the apostle in this 
passage is speaking of justification and regeneration, as is 
seen by, (1.) The scope of the Epistle ] (2.) By the context ; 
(3.) By the use of a form of the very word to justify^ itselfi 
as found in the next verse, which verbally render eck is : 

For he that is dead is justified from sin.” (h) The word 
crucify means a whole and complete death of that which 
is said to be crucified, and not a merely partial death. 
(c) Our standard authors understood this passage in 
Romans to mean a complete destruction of sin, in the 
sense in which they understood what they call entire 
sanctification. For, in answer to the Calvinistic doctrine 
of man not being sanctified wholly till death, or about 
that time, Rev. Richard Watson, in his third objection to 
such an opinion, says, “The doctrine before us is dis- 
proved by those passages of Scripture which connect our 
entire sanctification with subsequent habits and acts to be 
exhibited in the conduct of believers hefore death. So in 
the quotation from Rom. vi, just given, ^knowing this, 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth 
we should not serve sin.’ The reader will take notice 
that Mr. Watson calls this one of the passages of Scrip- 
ture “ which connect our entire sanctification with subse- 
^ Institutes, Vol. ii, cLap. xxix, p. 452. 
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"quent habits and acts/^ Consequently, in his estimation, 
the crucifying of the old man is a complete destruction 
of sin — an entirely-sinless state of the soul. Dr. Peck 
says, entire sanctification <4s most generally presented 
by the apostle as embracing two points : (1.) The death 
or destruction of sin; and, (2.) The spiritual resurrection 
or the life of grace. This is clearly set forth by St. Paul 
thus — here he quotes Rom. vi, 1-11, the very passage 
under examination, as his proof, and further says — “In 
this passage two great principles presented fully to the view 
are, the death of the hody of sin, and the restoration of the 
soul to a new and spiritual life.”* Dr. Adam Clarke, on 
the phrase, our old man is crucified with him^ says : “ We 
find that TzaXaco^ av&pcoTzoq — the old man — ^used here and in 
Eph. iv, 22, and Col. iii, 9, is the same as the flesh with its 
affections and lusts. Gal. v, 24, and the body of the sins of 
the flesh, Col. ii, 11 ; and the very same which ... we 
mean by indwelling sin, or the infection of our nature in 
consequence of the falL Prom all which we may learn 
that the design of God is to counterwork and destroy the 
very spirit and soul of sin that we shall no longer serve 
it — douXeustu, no longer be its slaves. Nor shall it any 
more be capable of performing its essential functions than 
a dead body can perform the functions of natural life.” 
In the above quotation the italics are the Doctor’s own, 
just as I should desire them myself. Mr. Wesley, defin- 
ing the phrase our old man, says, “ A strong and beautiful 
expression for that entire depravity and corruption 
which by nature spreads over the tvhole man, leaving no 
part uninfected. This in a believer is crucified with Christ, 
mortified, gradually killed, by virtue of our union with 
him.” Can any words be stronger to show the absolute 
destruction of sin in the heart of a justified man than 
this? Observe the capitals above, by which he defines 
the old man, and then tells us that he is crucified in a 

^ Christian Perfection Abridged, pp, 38, 39. 
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believer, and hilled. Mr. Benson adopts the very words 
of Mr. Wesley. From these authors there can he no 
doubt hut that they take this passage as a proof of their 
view of entire sanctification, since both their comments and 
their works on the subject show it. {d) Before leaving 
this point it may be well to add more proof to show that 
this proof-passage of entire sanctification, in which an 
entirely^sinless state of the soul is taught and believed by 
all, is, nevertheless, merely the justified relation and the 
regenerated state. This is argued under (^i^) from three 
considerations there given; yet we wish the entire sanc- 
tificationist to observe something further on tliis part of 
the argument. The fair translation of the original, suita- 
ble to the idiom of our language, is, “ For he that is dead 
is justified from sin.’' (1.) The word justified^ here used, 
which in our Testament has been translated is freed,” is 
the same verb that is rendered being justified ” — v, 1 — 
^‘justified” — V, 9, and iii, 28 — ^besides many other places 
throughout the New Testament. I say this for the ben- 
efit of those unacquainted with Greek. (2.) The marginal 
note in our English reference Bibles is justijkd,'^^ (3.) 
Our commentators have translated it verbally. Mr. Ben- 
son says, “ The original expression, here rendered is fireed^ 
is dedtxacwTat, which properly signifies is justified; that is, 
he is acquitted and discharged from any further claim 
which sin might make upon his service. The word as here 
used implies that a sense of justification by the cross 
of Christ is the great means of our ublivery from the 
pondage of sin, as it animates and exercises us to shake 
oflf its yoke, and is accompanied with the spirit of adop- 
tion AND REGENERATION, the fruit of which is always lib- 
erty.” Now, reader, observe two things: First. The 
word impending he translates is justified^ and he uses 
the word justijicaiion^ above in capitals. Second. What 
does he mean by those other words in capitals ? Pause 
and think. Do they not mean as much as any man can 
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conceive of by the phrase entire sanctification Do 
they not mean that the soul, when once justified, is 
actually as much saved from the power and dominion 
of sin as ever it will be at this side of heaven? If 
they do not, was not Mr. Benson very unfortunate in 
the use of words to convey to the reader what the pas- 
sage means when he used those terms in capitals? We 
will now hear Dr. Adam Clarke on the same passage. 
He says, Asdixaio>rat^ literally, is justified fi:om sin, or is 
freed or delivered from it. Does not this simply mean 
that the man who has received Christ Jesus by faith, and 
has been, through believing, made a partaker of the Holy 
Spirit, has had his old man^ all his evil propensitiesy de- 
stroyed, so that he is not only justified freely from all 
sin, but wholly sanctified unto God? The context 
SHOWS that this is the meaning-.” Now, reader, observe 
two things again: First. He says that this work, here 
spoken of, is justificatiorby and so translates and under- 
stands the word in the text. Second. He actually says 
that it IS entire sanctijicationy and that “ all his evil pro- 
pensities are destroyed.^^ Think again : is not this abso- 
lute sinlessness of soul ? I mean a soul as free from sin 
by justification and regeneration as others mean by what 
they call entire sanctification.” Now, is it not evident 
that, when our commentators tried to make out what they 
call entire sanctification, they were wandering in the dark, 
and found here and there passages of Scripture where the 
inspired writer was treating of justification, and where he 
was so clear that they could not help but see that his 
cheme was really justification; yet, on the other hand, 
they found the same inspired writer so strong that they 
are constrained to call this mere justification, as treated 
by such writer, entire sanctification? The justified and 
regenerated are, therefore, from the comments as quoted, 
to be regarded as completely sinless in soul ; that is, as 
thoroughly cleansed from sin as those are who profess 
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entire sanctification, (e) There is one thing yet to be 
considered; namely, the r^p — gar^ ^‘^for” — ^in the seventh 
verse. This word is used to join on a came. It connects 
the seventh verse with the sixth. The sixth reads thus : 
“ Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth 
we should not serve sin.” Then the joins on the 

cause, Avhich is stated in the seventh verse : ^^FoR he that 
is dead is justified from sin.” Now, can any thing in the 
world be plainer to the human understanding .than that 
the phrase our old man is crucified with him^ in the sixth 
verse, and the phrase is justified^ in the seventh, mean 
one and the same? But Mr. Wesley, Mr. Watson, Dr. 
Adam Cfarke, and Dr. Peck take the phrase is crucified^ 
in the sixth verse, as a proof of entire sanctification ; and 
since the apostle gave justijieation as a reason of the old 
man being crucified, it follows that justification includes 
as sinless a state of the soul as it is conceivable for any 
soul to be in on earth. If this is not the case the Bible 
is a book of incomprehensible terms, and our learned com- 
mentators have only conceived darkness and brought forth 
confusion on this subject. Let no man judge us here 
harshly till he remove the difiSculties which we point out 
in this investigation. 

9. The apostle calls the Eomans the elects which shows 
that they were in a state of sinlessness of heart when re- 
generated. “Who shall lay any thing to the charge of 
God’s elect?” viii, 33. (a) It is necessary for us to de- 

fine the word elect in the Christian sense. It means 
chosen; but koto chosen, is a question on which there has 
been much dispute, and which is not to be settled in this 
argument. The Arminian view of the word will be suffi- 
cient at present. Mr. Watson says, “In a word, Hhe 
elect ’ are the body of true believers ; and personal „elec- 
tion into the family of God is through personal faith. All 
who truly believe are elected, and all to whom the Gospel 
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is sent have, through the grace that accompanies it, the 
power to believe placed within their reach ; and all such 
might, therefore, attain to the grace of personal elec- 
tion/’* This definition, in a personal respect, will suit 
any Arminian. “Personal faith” makes the personal 
election. This is God’s eternal decree of election. We 
see, then, that the elect are those who are living in ac- 
cordance with the Abrahamic covenant; and if so, as 
before seen and argued, they are simply justified and 
regenerated as Abraham was. (5) It behooves us now 
to show that the elects the helievers^ the justified and regen- 
erated, as they stand in the covenant, are such as God 
saves. In proof of this. Dr. Adam Clarke’s comment on 
this very passage is as strong as any man can write to 
show the eternal salvation of the elect. He says, “This 
and the two following verses contain a string of questions 
most appropriately introduced, and most powerfully urged, 
tending to show THE safety of the state of those who 
have BELIEVED the Gospel of the grace of' God. I shall 
lay these verses down as they are pointed by the best 
Greek critics : ^ Who shall lay any thing to the charge of 
God’s elect? God who justifieth? Who is he that con- 
demneth? Christ who died? Or rather is risen again? 
He who is at the right hand of God? He who maketh 
intercession for us ? Who shall separate us from the love 
of Christ? Tribulation? or distress? or persecution? or 
famine? or nakedness ? or peril ? or sword V In all these 
questions the , apostle intimates that, if neither God nor 
Christ would bring any charge against them who love 
him, none else could. And as God justifies through 
Christ who died, consequently no charge can lie against 
these persons, as God alone could produce any ; and he, 
so far from doing this, has justified, freely forgiven them 
their trespasses.” (<?) How, let us come to some conclu- 
sion here. It is plain, from the latter clause of the verse 

* Theological Dictionaiy. Article eleotiox. 



96 


BEVIEW OE WESLEYAN PEEEEOTION. 


[Part I. 


itself, that when St. Paul uses the expression it is God 
that JXJSTIFIETH,’’ he means that the man who is elect and 
the man who is justified are the same. Dr. Olarke uses 
the words in the same sense; for he says, As God just- 
ifies, through Christ who died, consequently no charge 
CAN lie against these [elect] persons, as God alone could 
produce any ; and he, so far from doing this, has justi- 
EiEn, freely forgiven them their trespasses.” Can any 
thing stronger be said of what some call entire sanctifi- 
cation, by way of a fitness for eternity, than is said here 
by St. Paul, as the Doctor says the “ best Greek critics ” 
have pointed the text? Can any man state salvation in 
stronger terms than to say that ‘^no charge can lie against” 
one justified? Very true, indeed — very sensible — very 
Scriptural ; for how can God justify a soul so that “ nei- 
ther God nor Christ would bring any charge against ” him 
while he lives in this state of regeneration, and then con- 
demn him if he die? Is dying a sin that will exclude the 
regenerated from eternal glory ? “ Nay, in all these 

things we are more than conquerors through him that 
hath loved us. Por I am persuaded that neither death 
. . . nor any other creature shall be able to separate 

us [the justified^ the regenerated^ the elects as the passage 
itself and our standard authors say] from the love of God 
[^shed abroad in our hearts^ when justified, chap, v, 5] 
which is in Christ Jesus our Lord” — which is in the just- 
ified relation, as the phrase ‘^in Christ” means. Mr. 
Benson, on the phrase, it is Gfod that justifieth^ says, 
“Acquits them from condemnation, and accounts them 
righteous ; and his power and authority are supreme over 
all creatures; he can and will answer all objections 
against them, and pronounce them absolved now, and at 
the DAY OF FINAL JUDGMENT.” Now, I appeal to the 
judgment of the reader: can the doctrine, which some 
call entire sanctification, do any more for the soul of man 
than pronounce him absolved now, and at the day of final 
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JUDGMENT ? Is there any sin in the heart of a man that 
God would so acquit and finally save? If so, does not 
sin enter the final heaven? I, therefore, hold that the 
justified and regenerated soul is as alsoluiely sinless as a 
soul can he on earth, or as God requires it to he. It is 
the strangest thing, that great and learned men, who have 
held to such a theory, did not see the absurdity of preach- 
ing, talking, writing, and enforcing such a doctrine, when 
they are continually exhausting the vocahulary of their 
language in the most expressive manner concerning justi- 
fication, wherein they make it equal to our highest con- 
ceptions of the purity of the heart — even calling it entire 
sanctification^ and attributing to it final and eternal sal- 
vation. 

10. The kingdom of God excludes the so-called entire 
sanctification, and hence, if the soul is saved at all, it 
must be entirely cleansed in regeneration, which would 
make this an absolutely -sinless state. “For the kingdom of 
God is not meat and drink, but righteousness, 
justification^ and peace, and joy, in the Holy Ghost.’’ 
xiv, 17. {a) The “ kingdom of God,” in this passage, 

means the inward spiritual enjoyment of the Christian, as 
the words peace^ joy, and the Moly Ghost imply. (J) The 
whole kingdom of God, the apostle means, as in the heart 
of the believer, consists in justification^ and the three re- 
sults of it which he mentions, namely, peace^ joy^ and the 
Soly Ghost, These three results of the justified relation 
he also mentions in the forepart of the fifth chapter, 
where he first states the kingdom in the words, “ There- 
fore being justified by faith,” and then gives the results, 
namely, “we have peace,” and we “rejoice” “by the 
Holy Ghost given unto us.” This justification, therefore, 
with its results, is all the kingdom — all told. God is 
then the believer’s Father ; he has the Son for his Savior; 
he has the Holy Ghost for his Comforter ; he is a son of 

God ; he is adopted ; he has the constant witness of the 

9 
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Spirit while in this state ; he is an heir ; he is Christas ; 
he is God’s, because Christ is God’s; he is a child of 
Abraham ; he is blessed with Abraham ; he is risen with 
Christ ; he is renewed after the image of Him that created 
him; he is born of God; he is a new creature; his life is 
hid with Christ in God ; he is free ; his old man is cruci- 
fied; the body of sin is destroyed; the flesh is crucified 
with the affections and lusts; he has Christ formed within; 
he is dead to sin ; he is alive with Christ ; he is regener- 
ated ; he is passed from death unto life ; he is quickened ; 
he is saved; and whatsoever good thing else that can be 
thought of or expressed, is characteristic of the regener- 
ated man. How, then, can sin exist in him? For Mr. 
Wesley says, “Yet sin remains in him, yea, the seed of 
all sin, till he is sanctified throughout.”* But take par- 
ticular notice that sanctification is no part of St. Paul’s 
definition of the inward kingdom as given above, but the 
kingdom is defined without such a word or idea more 
than what belongs to justification; therefore, all things 
considered in the exposition of the passage, we conclude 
that a regenerated soul is sinless, 

11. The Epistle to the Romans teaches that the want 
of justification and regeneration is the cause of the con- 
demnation of the soul. “ Tribulation and anguish, upon 
every soul of man that doeth evil.” ii, 9. (a) The apostle 
shows that this is the final doom of all unbelievers who will 
not receive justification by faith. This he gives, as the 
context and scope of the Epistle show, not as the doom of 
those who are not entirely sanctified, as this phrase is un- 
derstood, but as the absolute fate of such as reject justi- 
fication and regeneration. (6) If the want, therefore, of 
regeneration condemns the soul, it is but reasonable to 
conclude that its presence in the soul will save; so it is 
said to be a poor rule that will not work both ways ; for 
eternal salvation through faith — man’s part in the cove- 

^ Plain Account of Christian Perfection, p. 48. 
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nant — is a clearly-revealed truti of the Bible, and eqxzally 
clear is the doctrine of “ eternal damnation through 
unbelief — man’s disobedience to the term in the covenant. 
But the former only makes the soul to be in the relation 
and blessedness of the justified, and the latter simply 
debars the soul from that relation. Therefore, if the 
unjustified relation procures eternal condemnation, vhich 
all orthodox men believe, why not the justified relation 
also procure eternal salvation ? And if eternal, then, it 
is a sinless state of the soul, unless God saves men partly 
in their sins, which none can believe who are not infidel. 
Indeed, it is as insensible, and in every way as unreason- 
able, to say that one justified, who, by virtue of his just- 
ified relation, stands blessed with faithful Abraham” in 
the covenant, is only partially saved from sin and its 
influences, as it is to say that the unbeliever, who is 
absolutely an alien from God by virtue of his non-com- 
pliance with the term of the covenant through which we 
have a conditional salvation, is partly saved; if belief to 
the partaking of the spiritual benefit of the covenant is 
not a full salvation, unbelief unto condemnation can not 
be a total damnation. But all such notion as this — al- 
though, I think, fair, analogous reasoning — is certainly 
unscriptural; for, “He that believeth [that fills man’s 
part in the covenant] on the Son [God’s part in the 
covenant] hath everlasting life: [as a result from the 
Son;] and he that believeth not [that does not fill man’s 
part in the covenant] the Son, [God’s offer to him in the 
covenant,] shall not see life, [a benefit had through the 
Son only;] hut the wrath of God abideth on him.” 
There can be no half-way salvation. Man is either just-:, 
ifled or condemned — ^in a state of salvation or of con- 
demnation. He is either in the covenant or out of it. 
“No man can serve two masters.” “He that is not with 
me is against me.” “ He that believeth not, is condemned 
ALREADY.” 
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12. There is not a single passage in the whole Epistle 
to the Romans where the verb to sanctify^ and the noun 
sanctification^ would teach such a doctrine as entire sancti- 
fication, so termed. For the verb to sanctify occurs only 
once in the whole Epistle; namely, xv, 16. The noun 
sanctification occurs only twice; namely, vi, 19, 22. In 
both these places dyta<TpL6<;, hagiasmos, is translated holi- 
ness/^ (a) Since the passage where the verb occurs — 
XV, 16 — does not mean the inward work, and since it 
will be argued in its proper place, it need only be said 
here that it does not mean entire sanctification. As to 
the two passages where the noun is found, it is also 
enough to say, now, that they will be explained in the 
proper argument, where they will be shown to signify 
the fruit of the justified relation, and not a subsequent 
inward work to that of regeneration. (6) It is also 
proper to observe, that even entire sanctificationists, as 
such, do not, to the best of our knowledge, use any one 
of these three texts as proof of their theory, (c) Yet it 
should not be forgotten that St. Paul preached to the 
Romans the Gospel — all the Gospel, and he said that he 
was not ashamed of it, that it was the power of God 
unto salvation ; and yet he never so much as once gave 
the advocates of their peculiar system a proof-passage in 
their favor in this Epistle. It is very true they have 
taken the sixth chapter, as far as the eleventh verse, and 
have tried to make it their own ; but their own comments 
on this passage will condemn their theory more than 
sustain it, from the manifest acknowledgments of the ex- 
cellency of justification to save entirely and eternally 
^om sin. 

On the other hand, the verb to justify and the noun 
justification occur very many times all through the Epistle, 
and that, too, where the apostle is in the most argument- 
ative manner presenting to their minds justification ; and 
he does it sufficiently for their salvation if they believe, 
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and for their condemnation if they do not believe. Con- 
sequently, in the nature of the case, regeneration is a 
sinless state, or else St. Paul would have preached to the 
Romans a sinless salvation, a thing which he did not do 
unless it be in regeneration. Which will we do ? Believe 
the doctrine he preached to be a sinless state, or the ideal 
doctrine which he did not preach? 


ARGUMENT V. 

Eegbneeation, as a consequence of justification, is 

THE ONLY INWARD AND SPIRITUAL BLESSING PROMISED TO 
MEN IN THE PRESENT LIFE. 

The promises of Scripture have always been held in 
high estimation by true believers. Whatsoever is left for 
our encouragement we always claim with much assurance. 
If what is called entire sanctification is promised in Scrip- 
ture, we may then believe, teach, and enjoy it as such. 
But there is a strong presumption that it is not promised. 

1. Isaiah liii, 11 : He shall see of the travail of his 
soul, and shall be satisfied: by his knowledge shall my 
righteous servant justify many; for he shall bear their 
iniquities.’^ {a) Here is a clear prophecy concerning our 
Savior. It is part of a chapter in which the trial, the 
crucifixion, the burial, and the sacrificial character of the 
Messiah, are presented with great clearness and beauty 
of expression. Justification is, also, made a part of this 
remarkable prediction. “ He shall justify many.” Here 
is a plain promise as to the work of the Messiah when he 
should come. It does not say he will “sanctify them 
wholly he meant by justifying them all that is intended 
in such phraseology. The fact that there really is a cer- 
tain sanctification mentioned in Scripture, had through 
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Christ who is our sanctification/^ 1 Cor. i, 30, no one 
of candid inquiry will doubt. But two things are to be 
observed as to this objection. (1.) What that sanctification 
is remains in part to be settled. (2.) The prophet speaks 
with special distinction of Christ, as one who should 
justify — ^in the highest sense of his oflSce as a pardoning 
God — xar' in preeminence. Had he made a promise 

that believers, several years after they were justified, 
should receive what some deem the great blessing of 
complete sanctity, then there would be some hope for 
that doctrine; but he has left us no other promise, and 
consequently has not demanded of us any thing more, as 
a work of grace in the heart, than to be justified in the 
same manner and through the same covenant ^^with faith- 
ful Abraham.’^ (5) Justification in this prediction can 
not be said to be Christ’s dying upon the cross, in the 
sense of making an atonement for us, for he actually died 
for every man,” so far as it respects his death as sacri- 
ficial, He thus suffered “for every man,” ‘ whether his 
name, as the Redeemer, shall be heard of among men 
every- where or not. But in this case it is said that “by 
his KNOWLEDOE he shall justify many,” which accords with 
Messiah’s prayer: “This is life eternal, that they might 
KNOW thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom 
thou hast sent.” Now, that this “eternal life” is the re- 
generated state, as a consequence of the prophetic justifi- 
cation, is evident from two considerations. (1.) It is 
attained through faitli^ an experimental knowledge, the 
term of the covenant on the part of man wherein we find 
justification : “ He that beUeveth on the Son hath ever- 
lasting life.” (2.) It is said that knowing Mm is life 
eternal. This the prophet calls justification: “By his 
knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many.” 
So justification is all the blessing promised — all that Christ 
prayed for upon his disciples. But the objector may say: 
“Did he not pray for entire sanctification in John xvii, 
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17?” He did not in the sense in *wliicli some use that 
term ; for, first, the word entire is not found in that verse, 
and to use the verb to sanctify ^ in the sense of saved 
from all sin,” without adding the word wholly ^ entirely^ 
or the like,” says Mr. Wesley, ^Ms not proper.”* Sec- 
ondly, he says, Sanctify them through thy truth,” and 
then immediately explains his meaning by saying, “ thy 
word is truth.” But those who hold to entire sanctifica- 
tion, as used, consider it an inward work wrought by the 
Holy Ghost, so that they, considering the work as a moral, 
internal cleansing, can not think, surely, that the word 
can be the agent to perforin this work. We may there- 
fore conclude that the word justify^ as used by Isaiah, 
includes all, as to the sin-forgiving character of the atone- 
ment of Christ. 

2. Jer. xxxi, 33, 34 : But this is the covenant that I 
will make with the house of Israel ; After those days, saith 
the Lord, I will put my law in their inward parts, and 
write it in their hearts ; and will be their God, and they 
shall be my people. And they shall teach no more every 
man his neighbor, and every man his brother, saying. 
Know the Lord : for they shall all know me, from the least 
of them unto the greatest of them, saith the Lord: for I 
will roRGivE their hsiiquitt, and I will remember their 
SIN NO MORE.” {a) The Christian dispensation is referred 
to in this prophecy, as a time when God should reveal most 
powerfully his great name and grace among men; when 
the world should become a brotherhood, and when God 
should call the Gentile nations his people. (6) The work 
of divine grace, as mentioned in this prediction, shall be 
the work in the heart; the law shall be “in their inward 
parts;” it shall be written ^^in their hearts,” (e) The 
forgiveness of sin is made a particular and prominent 
part in this prophecy : I wiU forgive their iniquity ^ and I 
will rememher their sin no more. 

* Plain Account of Christian Perfection, p. 51, 
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3. Micah vii, 18: is a God like unto thee, that 

PARDONETH INIQUITY, and PASSETH BY THE TRANSGRESSION 
of the REMNANT of his heritage? he retaineth not his 
anger forever, because he delighteth in mercy.’^ The 
special point in this prophecy, as well as in that just 
quoted from Jeremiah, is the character of the Lord as a 
sin-pardoning God — a God iliat pardoneth iniguity* The 
7 iame'\)j which we shall designate the blessing implied in 
pardon, according to these predictions, is now the question 
in dispute. Is it regeneration or entire sanctification, as 
such? It is the former, from several facts in proof. 
{a) It is acknowledged, (1.) That “ the justification of the 
ungodly, the counting or imputation of righteousness, the 
forgiveness of iniquity, and the covering and non-imputa- 
tion of sin, are phrases which have all, perhaps, their 
various shades of meaning, but which express the very 
same blessing under different views.^’* (2.) That regener- 
ation is a consequence of justification ; that is, the former 
always attends or accompanies the latter. (6) Peter says, 
“ To him give all the prophets witness, that through his 
name, whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission 
of sins.’’ From this passage it appears that we might 
have proof from all the prophets, as well as from a part of 
them, that Christ should come and forgive iniquity. For 
here Peter says they all testify concerning him in this 
particular. (< 5 ) Isaiah, as quoted, says that he shall 
JUSTIFY, and Peter here virtually says that this justifica- 
tion is by faith^ that whosoever believeth in him shall 
receive remission of sins, (ct) The baptism of the Holy 
Ghost, which fell while Peter was preaching, was, from 
the very nature of the case, regeneration to all that be- 
lieved; for, without any doubt, according to received 
theological views, we may regard Isaiah as so teaching, 
since, it is not likely that this great evangelic prophet 
ever spoke of Christ in plainer language than he did in 
^ Watson’s Theological Diotionary. Article J ustificatiojt. 
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the fifty-third chapter of his prophecy, nor that he ever 
spoke more fully, or meant more in any place in his writ- 
ings, concerning the pardon of sin, than he did when he 
said that by his knowledge Christ should justify many/’ 
Hence, there seems to be no impropriety in comparing this 
language with that of Peter, in which we see that this 
justification is by faith, strictly in accordance with all the 
rest of Scripture. 

Now, if we turn to the tenth chapter of Acts, and ex- 
amine Peter’s sermon, we find that he, on that occasion, 
preached to the multitude — ^both Jews and Gentiles — ^the 
long-looked-for Messiah; that “aK the prophets” gave 
witness, not only concerning him, but also as to his mode 
of forgiving sin ; that it was by faith This remission of 
sins was attended by the baptism of the Holy Ghost which 
fell on the Gentiles to the utter astonishment of the Jews. 
Besides this, they received water-baptism as a sign of their 
kegeneeation — ^the sign which takes the place of Jewish 
circumcision. But circumcision was the sign of justifica- 
tion by faith, indicating the regeneration of the heart 
which took place in justification then as well as in this dis- 
pensation. It was not the sign of what men call entire 
sanctification. Now, since this grace on the Gentiles was 
in answer to faith — man’s part in the covenant — since it 
embraced in itself a blessing, and consequently had in it 
God’s part in the same covenant, which part was to bless 
since Peter says that all the prophets spoke of Christ in 
this capacity ; since Isaiah says that Christ should 
since regeneration is a “ concomitant ” of justification ; 
since baptism is a sign of regeneration ; since water-bap- 
tism was used on the occasion, Peter declaring that what 
had been manifested to them was what the prophets fore- 
told when they spoke of the ‘^remission of sins” and of 
justifying many,” we conclude that God never promised 
any other blessing in the sense of entire sanctification, 
Uian what the early Christians then received while Peter 
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was preacting. But the evidencej as given, shows that 
this — all told — was nothing more, as a work done for and 
in the heart, than simply justification and regeneration. 
This seems quite certain, considering that after Peter 
returned to Jerusalem, having preached this sermon, the 
Jews accused him of being with the Gentiles, saying: 

Thou wentest in to men uncircumcised, and didst eat with 
them.” Peter relates that God pointed out to him in a 
vision his duty; how he preached, and how the Holy 
Ghost fell upon them as on us at the beginning. Then 
remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said, 
John indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghost. Forasmuch, then, as God gave 
them the like gift as he did unto us, who believed on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, what was I, that I could withstand 
God?” 

Several points may here be considered : (1.) That it 
was called to the apostle’s mind that at the time of John’s 
baptism there was a promise given in these words : “ Ye 
shall he baptized with the Soly Q-host^ Now, this bap- 
tism, contained in this promise, is said to be by Christ — 
“He that COMETH AFTER me.” Therefore, it was the 
baptism of Jesus, and all the Holy Ghost baptism prom- 
ised in the declaration of John the Baptist. It was the 
Comforter, promised by our Lord when he said, “ The 
Comforter whom I will send unto you from the Father.” 
This was the baptism called “ the promise of the Father.” 
This was the same baptism for which the apostles “ tar- 
ried” at Jerusalem. (2.) As it has already been proved 
that this is no other than the blessing which attends every 
one who is justified, let it be particularly noticed that 
there is no ofJier promised^ as shown in the first observa- 
tion. In this second, notice, that it was this same baptism 
that fell on the apostles on the day of Pentecost^ there being 
no difference between the blessing which an apostle re- 
ceived and that of any other man who is truly blessed by 
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the Holy Spirit ; for the blessing of the Pentecost was 
simply the prophetic blessing of the prophet Joel, which 
Peter applies alike to all believing Gentiles. (3.) Now, 
that the true believer^ of every age and nation, has the 
very same blessing of the soul, the very same baptism of 
the Holy Ghost, is plain, since God is no respecter of per- 
sons, since the gift received by the believing Gentiles, 
called ^‘the like gift,’^ is dwpeay — isen dorean, equal 
gift This I regard as the exact translation, and more 
agreeable to the sense ; for we have seen, from statements 
given, that the apostles and Gentiles in general receive 
the same blessing; but blessing may convey the 

idea of similarity not incompatible with the idea of ine- 
quality. The word is also translated “equal” in Matt. 
XX, 12, where the first laborers in the vineyard complain 
to their lord, concerning those who had wrought only one 
hour, ^^Thou hast made them equal unto us.” This 
teaches a correctness both in translation and in idea. 
When we take the language of Peter on the day of Pen- 
tecost, and properly weigh its meaning, our thoughts on 
this subject may be confirmed. He arose and told them 
that this was what the prophet J oel had made his predic- 
tion about, that it “ would come to pass in the last days, 
saith God, I will pour out my Spirit upon ALL flesh, [that 
is, the blessing of Pentecost is what all believers re- 
ceive,] and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, 
and your young men shall see visions, and your old men 
shall dream dreams.” The three thousand were con- 
verted — ^regenerated at once, perfectly fitted for heaven — 
but the prophet did not say that this blessing was what 
is called entire sanctification. Had he designed to give it 
a particular name, he might have consulted Isaiah, and 
might ""have found it included in that appropriate, clear, 
Biblical one, since he said, “By his knowledge shall my 
righteous servant justiey many.” Why did not some one 
of the prophets, at least predict entire sanctification, 
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as sach, and why did not some one of the apostles confirm 
such a prediction, as they have done those about justifi:- 
cation and regeneration ? 

4. Rom. V, 19: “For as by one man’s disobedience 
many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall 
many be made righteous.” (a) The fall and total deprav- 
ity of the human family are acknowledged by all orthodox 
divines. These truths are fully taught in Scripture. That 
“the heart is deceitful above all things and desperately 
wicked,” is a fact, alas ! true. Man under the curse is 
represented as “ dead in trespasses and sins.” (6) All 
the moral restoration that the soul has, from .this lost and 
ruined state, wherein the Divine image was forfeited, is 
justification and regeneration — simply the justified rela- 
tion and regenerated state of the soul. No more, in the 
sense of entire sanctification, is promised, according to 
this quotation. No more can be conceived of. It seems 
to all human understanding an absolute impossibility ; for 
what is justification, in its wide sense, as used by St. 
Paul? It is, (1.) The forensic act of taking away the 
PENALTY due to sin. (2.) The non-imputation of sin 
itself to a believing soul. (3.) It also includes the plen- 
ary gift of the Holy Grhost within that soul. Now, when 
God does not impute sin in the abstract — that is, in any 
degree whatever — can there be any more, any greater just- 
ification than the non-imputation of sin to a soul? ' For 
if he did, in the least degree, impute sin, there would then 
be an imputation, and hence he could not say with Paul, 
Would not impute sin” No law stands against such a 
man ; for sin is the violation of law, which law must be, 
in the Divine government, vindicated whenever it 4s vio- 
lated, or else the violator must be justified. But when 
this is done, there is a complete and full non-imputation. 
It looks impossible for either God or man to think of any 
more than what is implied in the non-imputation of sin. 
Suppose more could be conceived of, and let entire sancti- 
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fication be the corresponding “ concomitant ” of that more^ 
the same as regeneration is the “concomitant’^ of non- 
imputation^ then, forsooth, ?^o9^-imputation, as above indi- 
cated, would be imputation in order to make room for the 
idea of an entire non-imputation having entire sancti- 
fication as its “ concomitant.” And as to regeneration, 
which in its etymological meaning implies all that can be 
expressed in language concerning a new moral nature, 
more can not be uttered or set forth, by any speaker or 
writer, to declare a complete work of grace in the heart. 
Hence, the meaning of the word just — dtxawi — ^in our 
quotation, with its necessary companion, regenerated^ 
which analogically is the true concomitant, promises all 
that language can express, (c) The contrast in this 
proof-passage is remarkable. It is twofold. (1.) There 
is a contrast between the disobedience of Adam and the 
obedience of Christ. It is said, “ As by one man’s diso- 
bedience many were made sinners,” etc. All the sin of 
the entire human family, both that in Adam and our act- 
ual sins, was caused and brought about by his disobe- 
dience, whereby man lost all the Divine image, became 
“free from righteousness” — as depraved as sin can make 
the soul. No one can consistently deny the total deprav- 
ity of -man. Such a denial would be an acknowledgment 
of it. And under the curse “ there is none righteous 
“In Adam all died;” “By nature, [that is, by birth,] 
all are the children of wrath.” But in view of these 
truths we may just as reasonably deny total or com- 
plete salvation through Christ as deny total depravity 
and absolute condemnation through the fall of Adam. 
And so infidels would have, no doubt, argued were it not 
that man, as carnal, prefers to talk about heaven rather 
than hell. But a full salvation from all sin, both as to 
time and eternity, is taught: “So by the- obedience of 
one shall many be made righteous.” The word righteous 
here, as elsewhere explained, is j'mt^ and is of the same 
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verbal stem and relationship with the noun justification^ 
and Avith the verb to justify, I think consistency requires 
that it should be translated so, not only in this place, but 
in perhaps every place in the New Testament Avhere it 
occurs so very many times, instead of translating it by 
the word righteous. It is so translated in many places, 
as, ^^The just shall live by faith,'’ Rom. i, 17; 
sendeth rain on the JUST and on the unjust/' Matt, v, 45 ; 
“ There shall be a resurrection both of the JUST and of 
the unjust," Acts xxiv, 15. We see, therefore, that a 
JUST man is one in the justified relation — a man having 
the non-imputation of sin. Our text says, “ By the obe- 
dience of one shall many be made just." Observe how 
this language resembles that of Isaiah : By his knoAvl- 
edge shall my righteous servant justipy many." The 
word many in both cases, and the kindred words pertain- 
ing to justification, are used. Observe, further, that it is 
not said, ^^By the obedience of one shall many be wholly 
sanctified r considered as a more excellent, internal work, 
but the apostle regarded their being made, or constituted 
JUST, as all things to them through the obedience of Christ. 
(2.) This brings us to notice the second sense of the con- 
trast in the text. The word JUST is put in wonderful 
contrast with the word sinners. As sure as all the con- 
sequences of sin through the fall of Adam will imply eter- 
nal condemnation and banishment from God, so sure do 
JUSTIFICATION and regeneration imply all the salvation 
that is to be had through the “obedience" of the man 
Christ Jesus. The contrast in the text proves this. All, 
every part of the curse of Adam, so far as man's salva- 
tion is concerned, is hilled dead^ or perfectly counteracted 
in the obedience of Christ in suffering death for us ; but 
this is only on the condition that we seek justification by 
faith, and then we have it all, as to this life — then we are 
of the “ many made just." Nothing more is promised^ 
in the covenant, in the meaning of the words employed in 
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our text, in the contrasty or in the sense as tangible to the 
human mind. For, as the word Bmners^ on the one hand, 
means all that is implied in total depravity and its conse- 
quences, so, on the other hand, the word just, or right- 
eous,^^ if you prefer, means all, as a work done for us 
and in us that is to he had through our all-sufficient Ee- 
deemer and Savior at this side of heaven, {d) In like 
manner we observe the incidental contrast in the use of the 
word just with the word urfust in the above quotations, 
called in as illustrations. In the one, Christ speaks of 
the Father sending rain upon the just, in contrast with 
the UNJUST; this may show us that a just man, in the 
estimation of God, is as much as the Scripture incidmf- 
ally mentions, recognizes, or promises unto those who are 
anxiously inquiring the way of eternal life ; because here 
he shows that the Father is not a partial God — ^that he is 
no respecter of persons, but merciful to all alike, in send- 
ing rain on the just, his own saved and peculiar people, 
who are as dear to him as children can be to a parent, and 
intensely more so ; and also on their opposite, the unjust, 
who are as base and as sinful as sin can make the soul to 
he. A resurrection is also mentioned of the just and of 
the unjust, that they, as such^ shall arise, and not as some 
other characters which might he represented by the wholly 
sanctified and the unjust. Observe, dear reader, that there 
is no resurrection promised to men wholly sanctified, as 
such. God, as it respects good men, will raise the just 
only; if you are the friend of the Judge, you will arise 
as a JUST man, and not as one wholly sanctified, consid- 
ering that sanctification as a separate, inward work, addi- 
tional to regeneration. That is, if the blessing of justi- 
fication by foith does not bless you unto absolute purity, 
there is, then, no such purity of soul promised you. God 
hath not spoken it ; and after the present state of things, 
in the arrangement of Providence, at the time of the gen- 
eral resurrection, the good in contradistinction to the bad 
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will be the JUST. These [the wicked] shall go away into 
everlasting punishment; but the righteous [Stxaioc, just] 
into life eternal.^^ By the obedience of one many shall 
be made just.’’ God never promised Abraham that there 
was any other or greater blessing than that which all men 
receive who are justified. If a man is justified^ he is 
then “blessed with faithful Abraham.” He is then a 
child of God. St. James has left us what may be called 
a promise of much assurance ; that the “ effectual fervent 
prayer of a righteous [dixacou, just] man availeth much.” 
From this we may learn that “ Elias,” mentioned in the 
next verse, was the illustration held in the mind of the 
apostle, whom he virtually calls a just man, from the fact 
that he refers to him as a specimen of a man of “ effect- 
ual fervent prayer,” But the promise of such efficacy is 
to JUST men, and not to such as some might suppose to 
be wholly sanctified. Yet this JUST Elijah works mira- 
cles, controls all things by his faith, is set forth to us as 
an example of faith, and goes to heaven in a chariot of 
fire, without any intimation of any other blessing than 
the regeneration of the justified. 

5. Gal. iii, 8; “And the Scripture, foreseeing that 
God would JUSTIFY the heathen through faith, preached 
before the Gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall 
all nations be blessed.” What did the Scripture foresee? 
The answer is, “That God would justify the heathen 
through faith.” Is it not a wonder that it did not fore- 
see that he would wholly Banctify them also ? Is it not 
astonishing that the Scripture did not foresee all the 
work of grace in the heart, and not merely a part of it ? 
If regeneration, as embraced in justification, be a mere 
clearing of the ground at first, and entire sanctification a 
eomplete destruction of all the stumps, sprouts, roots, etc., 
is it not strange that the Scripture did not foresee that 
God would make a complete work of it, as well as foresee 
him remove the mere underbrush? If the Scripture fore- 
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saw that God would half save the soul through faith, is 
it not a curious thing that it did not foresee that he 
would wholly sanctify and save it also? Is it not most 
exceedingly strange that the Scripture should foresee the 
small, the imperfect work, and not also the great and the 
perfect? If justification is insufficient, as a condition of 
favor with God, for man’s eternal salvation, and if entire 
sanctification, as held by some, is absolutely necessary, is 
it not to us a very incomprehensible thing that the Scrip- 
ture should foresee the insufficient, and not see also that 
which is sufficient? Is it not manifest from this that God 
thinks more of the justified than he does of the wholly 
sanctified^ as such, since he foresees and makes mention 
of the former and loholly sanctifies the latter with neglect, 
so as neither to promise them any thing in the Abrahamic 
covenant, in the general predictions of the prophets, and 
in the resurrection of the just? But what fui^ther did 
the Scripture do when it foresaw that God would justify 
the heathen through faith? It preached before the 
Gospel.” Now, if it preached the Gospel, it is presum- 
able that it preached aU the Gospel necessary for the 
salvation of Abraham, at least. But the sermon was 
very short and plain, composed of these seven English 
words, In thee shall all nations be blessed.” This 
Gospel sermon Abraham believed, and he received a 
blessing. That blessing was justification and regenera- 
tion, and no other. For, And therefore it was imputed 
to him for duatoabvrjv, [justification].” Bom. iv, 22. 
Now, no Greek scholar can object to the word ScxaivirwTjUy 
diJcaiosynen^ being here translated justification. For, (a) it 
is agreeably to the context and the sense we give the 
other kindred words. The verb of the same stem or root 
we translate always in the Testament by our verb to 
justify,, and the root from whence both these is derived is 
the adjective frequently translated just, {h) The best of 

Biblical critics and scholars give the noun the translation 

10 
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I have given it in the foregoing quotation. The same 
word is found in Rom. iii, 25, 26, in both which places 
Moses Stuart, late Professor of Sacred Literature in the 
Theological Seminary at Andover, Massachusetts, and a 
most eminent literary man, translated by the word jusU 
ification. Such is the meaning given to it by our own 
commentators in various places throughout their writings. 
Mr. Watson says, ‘^The apostle often uses the term 
dtxaioavvTj^ righteousness, in a passive sense for justifica- 
tion itself. So in Gal. ii, 21, ‘ If righteousness \_ju8tijiea- 
tion\ came by the law, then Christ is dead in vain.’ Gal. 
iii, 21, ‘For if there had been a law given which could 
have given life, verily righteousness \_ju§tijicatio7C\ should 
have been by the law.’ Rom. ix, 30, ‘ The Gentiles have 
attained to righteousness, even the right- 

eousness \_jusHJication\ which is by faith.’ And in Rom. 
X, 4, ‘ Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to 
every one that believeth;’ where, also, we must under- 
stand righteousness to mean justification. Rom. v, 18, 
19, will also show, that with the apostle, ‘to make right- 
eous,’ and ‘to justify,’ signify the same thing; for ‘justifi- 
cation of life,’ in the eighteenth verse, is called in the nine- 
teenth, being ‘made righteous.’ To be accounted right- 
eous is, then, in the apostle’s style, where there has been 
personal guilt, to be justified; and what is accounted or 
imputed to us for righteousness, is accounted or imputed 
to us for our justification.”* This justification^ then, with 
regeneration is all the inward, spiritual blessing that 
Abraham ever received. If during his lifetime, after- 
ward, he was blessed every day, it was just the same 
thing repeated ; namely, the witness of the Spirit daily 
that he was still the friend of God. Abraham had Christ 
then; for he saw Christ’s day^ — he saw it and was glad. 
The sermon preached to him promised that in him all 
nations should be blessed. Now, the phrase “ in thee ” 

^ Theological Institutes, VoL ii. Part Second, chap, xxiii, p. 240. 
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shows that we have the same Savior in the same way 
that Abraham had, as does also the context, that the 
faithful are “blessed with faithful Abraham.” And as 
“the blessing of Abraham,” as an internal work, w'as 
plainly regeneration and nothing more, so it positively 
says that this same blessing shall be imputed to us if we 
believe. If the blessings are the same, and Abraham^s 
was merely regeneration, there must be a positive denial 
of entire sanctification as an extra blessing, on the ground 
that God never promised such to men. Any more, we 
have seen, is absurd and inconceivable. Shall we be so 
simple as to pretend to expect, or teach, or preach, what 
God hath not promised? Shall we be wise and pious 
above what is WTitten? 

6. Eom. iv, 13: “Tor the promise that he should be 
the heir of the world, was not to Abraham, or to his 
seed, through the law, but through the righteousness 
[justifioation] of faith,” (a) In this passage the peom- 
ISB of salvation is referred to as the particular Scrip- 
ture wherein we are to find salvation mentioned for us. 
(6) This promise is to us, the seed of Abraham, as well 
as to him. (c) If the apostle was correct in calling the 
mind of the Jew to the proper condition in this promise 
or covenant, showing him that the manner of receiving 
it was not through laiv according to its condition, may 
we not with equal propriety call the memory of all men 
■to the blessing set forth in the covenant, said to be just- 
ification OF FAITH? It is not entire sanctification, as 
an addition to justification. To think of any other, as 
obtainable by us, is as erroneous a view of the blessing 
itself, as justification by works was an erroneous view 
on the part of the Jew as to the manner of attaining 
unto this blessing. The whole covenant, in every aspect, 
must be considered and taught in the very manner in 
which God designed it to he considered when he gave it. 
And if the Jew sought in vain for the blessing on a 
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condition of works, not expressed in the covenant, but 
contrary to the condition plainly declared, what can those 
expect who look for a greater blessing not promised or 
mentioned in the covenant, while justification is spoken 
of as a part of it? If those fail to obtain the Abrahamic 
blessing who are not satisfied with faith only^ as the sole 
condition on which man receives that blessing, but must 
connect with the true condition repentance and water- 
baptism, which things are no part of the covenant, re- 
quired of man as essential to obtaining the blessing, shall 
not those who seek for entire sanctification, as more than 
regeneration, not satisfied with what God in the covenant 
has promised on his part to do, absolutely fail to attain 
unto that unmentioned blessing, it being no part of Avhat 
God covenanted to perform ? 

7. Rom. xiv, 17, 18: ^^Por the kingdom of God is not 
meat and drink, but righteousness, and peace, and joy in 
the Holy Ghost, For he that in these things serveth 
Christ, is acceptable to God and approved of men.^^ 

The phrase Idngdom of God may sometimes be regarded 
as the visible Church upon earth, the Christian dispensa- 
tion as mentioned by Daniel : “ In the days of these kings 
shall the God of heaven set up a kinobom which shall not 
be destroyed.^’ Dan. ii, 44. Sometimes it means the 
future abode of the saints : The unrighteous shall not 
inherit the kingdom of God.” 1 Cor. vi, 9. Again, it 
means the kingdom of grace in the heart of the believer. 
In this sense it is used here. It “is not meat and drink, 
but righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost.” 
Its results show that it is the inward kingdom of the 
heart — “ the spiritual hingdom of God or Christ, his reign 
within; in a word, true Christianity.”* 

The kingdom of God is said to consist negatively, not 
in meat and drink, because that some diflSculty had arisen 
among the Jewish and Gentile converts to Christianity 

^ Stuart’s Commentary, in loco. 
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respecting the eating of meat ; but positively the kingdom 
is righteousness — justification. Such is the 
word. From which we perceive that the kingdom of Grod, 
ALL of it, ALL told, consists, in the first place, of justifi- 
cation, nothing more — only peaee^ joy, and the Holy 
Ghost, which are the results arising from the justified 
relation. For a further illustration of what is stated in 
these words, let us transpose them so as to make ‘Hhe 
kingdom of God” stand as predicate, thus: ^^Justification, 
peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost are the kingdom of 
God.” Now, this is just as true as the manner in which 
St. Paul wrote it is true. The genius of language makes 
it so. But if “justification, peace, and joy in the Holy 
Ghost,” as this statement has it, really abe the kingdom, 
then the idea of the necessity of entire sanctification im- 
plies that these are not the kingdom, and the statement 
of St. Paul is incorrect ; and if we add another internal 
blessing in order to make the kingdom complete, we then 
have more than the kingdom according to St. Paul. This 
shows that there is an error somewhere. If there is such 
a blessing, it is strangely omitted by the inspired writer ; 
and, from the statement here given, it must be excluded 
from Christian theology as untenable. The less doctrine 
of justification — so considered by some — is faithfully ar- 
gued and defended, being taught, as Peter says, “ by all 
the prophets,” plainly preached by Christ, and elaborately 
debated and enforced by St. Paul. We may fully con- 
clude, therefore, that if there is any such thing as a work 
additional to regeneration, it is not promised in the Bible, 
as the true revelation setting forth all essential doctrines 
fully. Nor is it enjoyed in the heart of the true believer 
as a part or as the sum of that kingdom which is “ peace 
and joy in the Holy Ghost.” This conclusion is more- 
over confirmed, since it is also said, “ For he that in these 
things serveth Christ, is acceptable to God, and approved 
of men.” Now, if a man, by the blessing of justification, 
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is acceptable to Grodj what more can God, tho Bible, or our 
rational nature require? Such is the kingdom of God* 
He who stands in it abides simply in the justified relation 
and the regenerated state ; and, as the original word means, 
he is eudpstrroqy well-pleosing to God, and men themselves 
can not find fault, for such a one is approved in the sight 
of men. Although we may call ourselves unprofitable 
servants in this, yet God does not demand any more. 
Therefore, the conclusion is, that God never promised us 
what is not in the kingdom, what is not in the covenant, 
what is not essential to making us mll-pleasing to himself, 
and what is not needed to approve us to men. 


ARGUMENT VI. 

Regeneration, as implied in justipication, is the 

ONLY BLESSING AS AN INWARD WORK THAT THE BiBLE 
TEACHES, AS SEEN BY THE GENERAL, INCIDENTAL TEACHING 
CONTAINED THEREIN. 

This and the former argument can not be said to be 
absolutely necessary to establish our views upon the 
whole, if what is said in the first four arguments is true. 
Nevertheless, what we have said in our fifth may serve to 
confirm the truth still more, and so may the points to be 
presented in this one. Truth is worthy of being well told. 
The more light made to shine on any doctrine of the Bible 
the better. Investigation never hurts truth. One may 
turn it over and examine it carefully on every side, and 
after the most profound scrutiny it remains truth, still un- 
tarnished and inviolable. A glance at a few apparently- 
incidental expressions in Scripture may help to establish 
further the truth of the position herein taken, inasmuch 
as such expressions, to all human appearance, seem to 
have been made in the most incidental manner. 
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Always using regeneration, witli Mr. Watson, as a 
“concomitant” of justification, we observe: 

1. Regeneration is incidentally mentioned, by preemi- 
nence, as Gtod’s justification in contradistinction to any 
other mode of saving man. 

Eom. iii, 21, 22 : “Now the justification of God with- 
out the law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and 
the prophets; even the justification of God which is 
BY faith of Jesus Christ unto all and upon all them 
that believe.” {a) Here is apparently an incidental allu- 
sion to the doctrine of regeneration as being preeminently 
the JUSTIFICATION OF GoD — the only revealed way by 
which he saves man. It is, by a peculiar distinction, 
spoten of as his, as if to say he had no other way to save 
men apart jfrom or besides what is included in this. (6) It 
is further incidentally said to be by faith of Jesus 
Christ. It is admitted that no accountable man of Ad- 
am’s posterity is saved except by faith. Such was the 
salvation of the patriarchs, and in the same manner has 
every other man, wholly delivered from sin and its conse- 
quences, been saved ever since the first promise of salva- 
tion was given to our fallen race. The justification of the 
patriarchs was as certainly by faith of Jesus Christ as is 
our own. Abel, the protomartyr, “ offered unto God a 
more excellent sacrifice,” “ by faithJ’ (c) The peculiar 
character of this justification of God, in such a preem- 
inent sense, is seen also in the fact that it is .witnessed 
by the law and the prophets.” Including the former re- 
mark, in which it appears, that this was God’s method of 
saving man in the earliest ages of the patriarchs, so we 
find it to be his method— God^s own plan of sav- 
ing man under the law, that is, in the Levitical dispensa- 
tion. It was also witnessed by “ the prophets,” so that 
from the Fall up to the bepnning of the Christian age, 
according to St. Paul, the justification of God, further 
defined to be that which is of faith of Jesus Christ, 
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was the only mode of God’s salvation, and the only re- 
vealed way wh^eby man was saved. (cQ The apostle 
shows, also, that this is stiU God’s plan of saving men ; 
for, he says it is “upon all them that believe.’^ He 
urges it upon both Jew and Gentile as the only remedy; 
saying, “For there is no difiference; for all have sinned 
and come short of the glory of God.” (e) Here is, there- 
fore, the one religion of Divine revelation, called 
justification; not his entire sanctification, nor even" 
his sanctification without the word entire; but it is, and 
includes all the work of Divine grace to man, so far as 
it relates to the pardon of sin and the regeneration or 
perfect purification of the soul. We have just seen that 
the patriarchs, priests, and prophets had this and no 
other, as an inward work, and we have the same and in the 
same sense. There is no other. The ancient Church of 
God and the present one never changed in this essential 
feature. In every age the whole matter is told in the one 
phrase — justification of God. He that looks for more 
than this, looks for what is not revealed ; and he that 
looks for less, can not be saved. 

2. Regeneration is all the blessing that is incidentally 
mentioned, as that which God imputes to man in answer 
to faith, (a) The whole system of revealed religion, so 
far as it relates to the restoration of the soul from sin, 
has just now been shown to be justification by faith. 
Granting that there is such a subsequent work in the soul 
IS “entire sanctification,” which its own advocates hold 
to be by faith, such must be anomalous ; for God never 
CMPUTBS any thing to the believer but simply justifica- 
EION with its “ concomitant.” But entire sanctification is 
lot absolutely regarded as a concomitant ; for, first, it is 
supposed that a soul map receive this great blessing at the 
;ime of justification, but the doctrine holds that in the 
^ast majority of cases it is not much, if at all, before 
leath. Secondly, it is regarded as a much more complete 
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work than regeneration. Since it is not attained unto 
generally., the theory of it being granted, at the time of 
justification, and since in every dispensation man is saved 
through the justification of God, apart from every other 
plan, there seems to be incidentally a want of some reve- 
lation on the question, by which we should see a greater 
internal work of grace than that experienced by the patri- 
archs, the prophets, and the apostles. If God does act- 
ually impute justification for faith, if regeneration is 
acknowledged to accompany justification, and if entire 
sanctification does not so accompany it, those who hold 
to the latter, we think, should tell us if a man can be 
more than just with God, which seems really to be im- 
plied or presupposed in the idea of a second blessing 
claimed in the same covenant, and by the same condition 
of faith in that covenant. 

3. Regeneration is incidentally represented in Scrip- 
ture as having ministers. Noah was a preacher of “ right- 
eousness;” that is, justification. The law and the 
prophets, which “witnessed” this same justification, are 
implied as being its ministers. The ministers of Satan 
are also represented as transforming themselves “ as min- 
isters of justification.” Satan assumes the worship and 
honor due to God, and seems to have claimed all that is 
good, but it w'ould seem, from Scripture, as if he had for- 
gotten to send forth his servants transformed into the 
ministers of entire sanctification. This was a degree of 
moral purity so much above Satan’s conceptions of the 
Divine will, that he never thought of counterfeiting a 
minister to preach it, so far as it is revealed to us. In- 
asmuch as he is not omniscient, but dependent on Divine 
revelation, it is likely that a type of the idea was want- 
ing. His ministers are transformed into those of JUSTI- 
FICATION, and the presumption, is, that if the doctrine had 
existed in the days of the apostles, they would have told 

11 
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US that either God or Satan, or both, had ministers of it, 
but incidentally it seems to be otherwise. 

4. Regeneration has fruits ascribed to it, but we never 
find them ascribed to sanctification. Indeed, as this work 
shall hereafter show, we find sanctification to be the fruit 
itself. Being filled with the fruits of righteousness ” — 
JUSTIFICATION — ^is the language of Paul to the Philip- 
pians; and may God increase the fruits of your right- 
eousness — JUSTIFICATION — are his words to the Corinth- 
ians. Add to this, that while we believe every one justified 
to be also regenerated, and that such has the ^‘Spirit of 
adoption,” the fruit of which is “ love, joy, peace, long- 
sufiering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, temper- 
ance,” etc., and we have all the good fruits of Christianity 
thus taught us as proceeding from regeneration. None 
seem to be left for sanctification. Why did not the apos- 
tle, by some incidental remarks, speak of the fruits of 
sanctification? If the Scripture abundantly teaches that 
all the fruits of the true Christian, consisting in the exact 
keeping and Scriptural fulfillment of the moral law, are 
simply the fruits of the justified relation, and with power 
and authority enforces such obedience on all who are 
justified, are we not to conclude, from the casual and 
positive silence of the Scriptures, as to the wholly sanc- 
tified” man’s fruits, that he is, therefore, wholly exempt 
from bearing them ? Reader, did you never observe that 
neither the fruits of sanGtification,<*nor of entire sanctifi- 
cation, are found in the Bible? Always they are the 
fruits of the regenerated state, as already proved. (1.) 
By the name — xapTZ&v dcxato<Tby7)<;^ FRUITS OF JUSTIFICA- 
TION. Phil, i, 11. (2.) By deduction from theological 

ground, which entire sanctificationists themselves allow; 
namely, that the Christianas fruits are the fruit of the 
Spirit;” which Spirit every regenerated man has. Gala- 
tians V, 22. 

6. Man, in his absolute deliverance from sin, that is, in 
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the regenerated state, is incidentally represented as serving 
JUSTIEICATION, and not as serving entire sanctification. 
This is the boundary of his action — the measure of his 
Christian duty and obligation. St. Paul says, Having 
heen freed from sin^ ye became devoted to dtxaco(r6v^y justi- 
EICATION. Rom. vi, 18. Why did not the apostle tell 
the Romans that, having been made free from sin, they 
had now to serve, and be devoted to, entire sanctifica- 
tion? Reader, please carefully observe the facts here 
incidentally taught, and account for the apostle’s neglect 
to mention that there was a higher degree of grace to 
which they should become devoted. And, further, that in 
the next verse, the members of their body, which they 
formerly employed in the service of sin, are now required 
to be rendered subservient to justification. Therefore, 
regeneration is the only internal work of grace here inci- 
dentally taught. 

6. The Scripture casioally teaches that the true Chris- 
tian, in case of persecution, is persecuted for the sake of 
JUSTIFICATION, not for the sake of entire sanctification. 
This, as in all other instances, is omitted. If ye suffer 
for righteousness’ sake, happy are ye.” 1 Peter iii, 14. 
That is, for the sake of justification. The Christian 
suffers for this; and as such, he can suffer for nothing 
else, because this is the true and only experimental grace 
of God in the soul. It was so held in the mind of the 
apostle, as including the sum of all purity, against which 
the malice of our spiritual foes should be directed. Our 
Lord used the same word justification^ when he said, 

Blessed are they which are persecuted for righteousness’ 
sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” We observe 
from these passages, that the Christian is persecuted on 
account of his religion, his profession, his Christianity ; 
but take notice, the name of the thing, that is, the word 
employed in Scripture to set forth the idea, is justifica- 
tion, and not sanctification. One would think from this 
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that the wholly sanctified^' — granting that there are 
such, in the common use of this term — are never per- 
secuted. Their Master was, and “the servant is not 
above his Lord." But how do the “wholly sanctified" 
seem to escape? Our Lord's word, as quoted, further 
says of those persecuted for the sake of justification, 
“ Theirs is the kingdom of heaven." Does not this look 
as if our Savior promised to justified men, who should 
stem the tide of persecution till death, that he would save 
them in the kingdom of heaven ? The word seems to 
imply no more work of grace than what is said to he in 
the justified relation ; and the promise, we think, can not 
imply less than a promise of eternal life. We do persist 
that such passages, duly considered, must have weight in 
this argument. 

7. Regeneration is fortuitously spoken of as the theme 
of the pullie ministrations of God's ministers. David 
says, “I have preached righteousness in the great con- 
gregation." Psa. xl, 9. This was JUSTiFiCATioisr that 
David preached, as two facts will show, {a) St, Paul — 
Romans, chap, iv — plainly shows that the teaching of 
David was justification and regeneration, in the very sense 
in which he himself taught it. (J) The Septuagint so 
understoodr it; for it has used dtxatoffovyj'^^ jijstieigation, 
the same word as usM by St. Paul. Noah preached the 
same thing, God preached it to Abraham, as the impli- 
cation is, by using the same word, not to mention St. 
PauTs full exposition of the Gospel as preached to the 
patriarch. It is included in the “ ministration pf right- 
eousness," or JUSTIFICATION, mentioned 2 Oor, iii, 9. 
Why is not the doctrine of sanctification, in the sense 
in which men have held it, spoken of in these, and in 
similar cases, as if incidentally? 

8. Regeneration seems to be casually used as the theme 
of exultation among God's people. Job says, “My 
righteousness I hold fast, and will not let it go ; my heart 
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shall not reproach me so long as I live.” Job xxvli, 6. 
(a) Job was a perfect man. Observe this. Since per- 
fection and entire sanctification are regarded as ‘‘iden- 
tical;” why did he not say, ^^My entire Banctifieation I 
hold fast?” (5) The patriarch meant justification, as 
described in the passage above quoted from Psalms, and 
not a second blessing, as a separate work of the heart. 
This, he says, he will “ hold fast.” That is, he will live 
in the justified relation and reger^rated state — without any 
additional blessing — all his life, (c) Compare St. Paul, 
“The JUST Idcxatog] shall live by faith.” Rom. i, 17. 
Here observe, (1.) The word “just” means one justified^ 
and so regenerated. (2.) He is called ^^justj^ in a general 
sense, to indicate all God’s people as opposed to the chil- 
dren of the wicked one, just as we, in common, use the 
phrase, “the wise,” for all wise men as opposed to the 
foolish. (3.) That as such, that is, as just and regen- 
erated, they are to continue to live^ drawing their life 
daily and hourly from God “ by faith.” Paul’s meaning 
is, that a man’s Christian life is always that of the justi- 
fied and regenerated^ and that he lives in this life of grace 
as long as the soul lives in the body, “ hy faithJ^ Hence, 
if the apostle should declare his integrity to God, he 
could adopt the words of Job exactly, and say, “My 
righteousness [justification] I hold fast.” The reader 
will find that this idea just agrees with what we call the 
perpetuity of regeneration in our conclusion, {d) Job 
further says, “My heart shall not reproach me so long 
as I live.” Can entire sanctification do any more than 
keep the heart from reproach during one’s life? Yet 
this is a result of justification. David says, “My 
tongue also shall talk of thy righteousness.” Psa. Ixxi, 
24. The Septuagint reads, yXivcffd {loo . . . fisXszrj(r£c 
duaLOffuvyjv — My tongm shall practice speaking 

thy JUSTIFICATION. The Septuagint uses the same word 
where Isaiah says, “ 0, that thou hadst hearkened to my 
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commandments ! Then had thy peace been as a river, and 
thy [justification] as the waves of the sea/^ Isa. xlviii, 
18. The Lord hath recompensed me according to my 
[justification].” 2 Sam. xxii, 25. 

Such seems to be the use of the word in question, in 
an incidental manner, to express the sole relation of a 
good man to God. That it means justification, as the 
abstract idea of the verb to justify^ which we use to ex- 
press the act of pardon, will appear from facts in the 
case, (a) Our quotations show that the ancient people 
of God rejoiced daily in the Divine favor, and that they 
used justification to indicate that favor ; and in their 
praises to God they called it, by preeminence, THY justi- 
fication, as St. Paul calls it in his argument, the justi- 
fication OF God. Rom, iii, 22, (6) The apostle in this 

place is speaking, by direct and able argument, about what 
we all call ^^justification hy faith” (c) He uses the same 
Greek word as is used in the Septuagint, as may be seen 
from the above quotations, (d) All those passages quoted 
from the Old Testament have, in the Hebrew, the same 
word; the translators rendered it ‘^righteousness.” It is 
found in the plain passage where Abraham had “right- 
eousness,” that is, JUSTIFICATION, imputed to him. This 
word is njj’jv — fsedhaJcah, justification — derived from the 
verbal root pix — tsadhak, to justify. These are facts 
that ought to be considered; for, in every dispensation 
of the Christian religion it has been called, apparently 
without design, at least so far as it concerns our argu- 
ment, by the same name^ to indicate the totality of God’s 
holy religion, so far as it relates to Christian experience 
on earth. 

9. But, finally, the justified relation is incidentally 
spoken of as the highest state of grace from which one 
turns when he haekslides. Since man may fall from the 
highest degree of moral purity conceivable, as he did in 
JEden, and as men and angels have done, the presumption 
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is, that there is no other state of blessedness for the soul 
while on earth. ‘^When a righteous man turneth away 
from his righteousness, and committeth iniquity/^ etc.; 
Septuagint, aTzotrrpitpat rdv bUatov ix T7j<; dixatoabvTjq 

abroTj, In the turning away of the just [man] from his 
justification; Hebrew, injjivn — Vshuhh tsaddik 

mitstsidhkatho — In the turning away of a just [man] 
from his justification, etc. Ezek. xviii, 26. St. Pe- 
ter, speaking of persons who had, or may have “escaped 
the pollutions of the world through the knowledge of the 
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ,” in case such should again 
be entangled and overcome by the world, says, “It had 
been better for them not to have known the way of 
dtxaLO(Tbvr}<;y [JUSTIFICATION,] than, after they had known it, 
to turn from the holy commandment delivered unto them.” 
2 Pet. ii, 21. {cC) The state of grace in which these 
stood, previous to their backsliding, is shown from this 
passage itself to have been the greatest conceivable on 
earth ; for it consisted in “ escaping the pollutions of the 
worW ^ — a knowledge of Christ by experience — an obedi- 
ence in full of the ^^holy commandments^^ which had been 
delivered to them. Our rational nature teaches us that 
this “holy commandment” was the whole of God’s re- 
vealed will to them. So Dr. Adam Clarke says, “ The 
WHOLE religion of Christ is contained in this one com- 
mandment, ‘Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all 
thy heart, with all thy soul, with all thy mind, and with 
all thy strength ; and thy neighbor as thyself.^ He who 
obeys this great commandment, and this by the grace of 
Christ is possible to every man, is saved from sinning 
either against his God or against his neighbor. Hothing 
less than this does the religion of Christ require.” This 
is truly a very sensible and plain comment on this pas- 
sage, and the unequivocal meaning is, that the back- 
sliders, here mentioned, turned from “ the WHOLE religion 
of Christy^ as Dr. Clarke says. But (h) take notice that 
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tMs “whole religion of Christ” is called tlie “way of 
JUSTIEICATION ” k the text; therefore, logically, the 
JUSTIEIBD soul has “the whole religion of Christ f and 
entire sanctification, both by incidental expression and by 
unsophisticated reason, does not appear. This, also, is 
so, an eminent entire sanctificationist himself being made 
judge in the case. The passage above quoted from Eze- 
kiel, our translations being allowed, speaks for itself. Now, 
the fact that these incidental expressions, and very many 
more that might be adduced, have, speaking after the 
manner of men, been written apparently without design, 
so far as the sentiment herein is concerned, is what ap- 
pears to us to be of no inconsiderable weight in this 
argument. 

The main point to be considered, as to an accurate 
conclusion on this whole argument, is simply this: Notice, 
that wherever, throughout the whole Bible, the inspired 
writers have occasion to name that holy religion which 
God has revealed to man, or to name a man by some 
general term which would Indicate that he was the pos- 
sessor of that religion, in the former instance the word 
JTJSTIPIOATION is used, and in the latter they employ the 
term JEST. And since regeneration is a concomitant of 
these, there can be no other blessing additional to the 
soul. And since neither the possessor nor the thing pos- 
sessed has, in one single instance, been named by such 
terms as would sufficiently suit that theory of extraordi- 
ary internal purity, we conclude that, as there are in the 
physical system “ two Innominata or nameless bones,” so 
called from their own occult characteristics and relations, 
so there must be two Innominata — xard. (pOatv demptm — ^in 
the theological system of some of our brethren, which are 
the WHOLLY SAHOTHIED and BUTIBB SANOTIPICATIOlir. 
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ARGUMENT VII. 

The eegeneration of the justified is all the 

BLESSIE-a, AS AN INWAED WORK OF THE SOUL, THAT THE 
ATONEMENT CONTEMPLATED. 

If tlie arguments already adTanced aro correct, it might 
very reasonably be expected that this proposition would 
be implied. A few Scripture proofs of this proposition 
will here suffice. 

1. John iii, 14, 15: ‘‘So must the Son of man be lifted 
up : that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, 
but have eternal life.’’ {<£) The necessity of the atone- 
ment is here clearly taught. On this there is among 
orthodox Christians no dispute. (5) The final cause of 
our redemption is, according to this passage, to save believ- 
ers in OIirisL (c) Several properties in common show, 
that the salvation taught in this text and that justification 
and regeneration which Abraham received are the same. 
(1.) Both the blessing of Abraham and this, which is 
procured by the death of Christ for “ whosoever believeth 
in him,” are through faithy man’s part in the covenant. 
(2.) Both are through Christ, God’s part — ^his free gift in 
the covenant. The promise of a blessing to Abraham 
was “in thy seed,” whom we hail as the Christ of the 
present dispensation — ^the “Son of man” who was lifted 
up for our redemption. (3.) The promise made to Abra- 
ham implied that Christ should die a sacrificial death, 
although it did not in so many words positively express 
it ; for, before the time of Abraham, as well as in his 
day, men offered sacrifice to God, which was typical of 
Christ who should be our Sacrifice, (d) Since these sev- 
eral points make the final cause for which Christ died for 
us, the same as for all other nations and ages before us, 
and since the blessing of Abraham was regeneration, it 
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follows that the sacrificial death of Christ did not con- 
template any greater blessing for ns. 

2. Rom. hi, 25 : “ Whom [Christ] God hath set forth 
as a propitiatory sacrifice, through faith in his blood — 

rrj<^ dLxaioffuviqq^ for a manifestation of his just- 
ification. (a) This passage teaches that Christ is the 
sacrifice for sin. That God set him forth for this very 
purpose; namely, as our “Lamb” who should take away 
the sin of the world, (b) The final end or cause which 
God had in view was, for a manifestation of his justifi- 
cation. It seems as if God took delight in setting forth 
Christ as a propitiation for the sins of mankind, in order 
that all men and angels might see that he was just and 
the Justifier of him who should believe in Jesus, and that 
he might make a manifestation of his justification in 
the salvation of all who believe- Kow, if Christ was set 
forth for a manifestation of justification, and that said to be 
“through FAITH in his blood,” we may observe, (1.) That 
the JUSTIFICATION spoken of is the pardon of sin, because 
it is “ through faith.” (2.) That this justification is not 
entire sanctification^ as a subsequent work. Since, there- 
fore, regeneration is the blessing of the justified, and not 
something greater and additional thereto, we may con- 
clude, according to this passage, that such was not con- 
templated in making the atonement. That is, the Divine 
mind did not consider it, but left it wholly out of the 
account, being no part, whatever, of the final cause for 
■which Christ died. 

3. 2 Cor. V, 21; “For he hath made him to be sin for 
us, who knew no sin ; that we might be made the right- 
eousness of God in him.” (a) This passage teaches that 
God made Christ, the one not having known sin, a sin- 
offering for us. (b) The final cause of this act of God is 
also mentioned ; namely, that we might become the JUSTIFI- 
CATION of God. This phrase means our justification by 
faith in the sense of pardon. Dr. Robinson, in para- 
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phrase on the word dcxawffuvyjj justification^ in this place, 
says, The embodiment and manifestation of this right- 
eousness/' Greenfield says that in this phrase it is put 
for 6 dcxa[co0e'igj one who is forgiven or justified.” This 
seems to be the meaning, and if we change the singular 
in Greenfield’s words for the plural, so as to suit the 
passage, and translate accordingly, we shall have, That 
we might become those who are justified ofi God, This 
seems to be a sense to which there can be no reasonable 
objection ; and if so, does it teach that entire sanctifica- 
tion, as this doctrine is understood, is any part of the 
final cause of man’s redemption? No such doctrine 
seems to be implied as being contemplated in the atone- 
ment. Our justification was the thing in the Divine in- 
tention when the atonement was made ; and since regen- 
eration is always connected with it, as an inward work, 
we may conclude that it was all the work of grace so 
contemplated. 

4. Gal. ii, 21: do not frustrate the grace of God: 

for if righteousness come by the law, then Christ is dead 
in vain.” {a) The death of Christ, mentioned in this 
text, is represented as the procuring cause of our justifi- 
cation. (5) Our regeneration, as implied, is spoken of as 
if it was the whole of the benefit of the atonement. It 
seems as if there can be no implication of such a doctrine 
as entire sanctification. Justification is mentioned as 
being through the death of Christ, and is spoken of in 
such a full, general way as to leave the impression on 
our mind that its blessing is all that the death of our 
Lord had in view. 

5. Gal. iii, 13, 14: Christ hath redeemed us from the 
curse of the law, being made a curse for us : . . . that 
the blessing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles 
through Jesus Christ; that we might receive the promise 
of the Spirit through faith.” (a) The first thing spoken 
of in this passage is, that Christ has redeemed us. The 
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doctrine of redemption througli his suffering upon the 
cross is plainly set forth. (5) The final cause is of a 
twofold cWacter. (1.) “That the blessing of Abraham 
might come on the Gentiles.^^ Now, St. Paul, as well as 
Moses, says that the blessing of Abraham was that which 
is included in justification. They both say that justifica- 
tion was to him, and all admit that regeneration 

is implied therein. This constituted the “blessing of 
Abraham.^' (2.) The promise of the Spirit is also a 
final cause of the redemption here revealed. But this is 
given in the moment of our justification. It may be 
called a “ concomitant ” of our justification, or it may be 
regarded as synonymous with the “blessing of Abra- 
ham,'’^ Let it be fully understood that the blessing of 
Abraham is the only blessing, as a work of grace in the 
heart, that man receives while on this earth; and if this 
means what is called entire sanctification, then those who 
assert it, and teach it, and profess it, are bound by the 
laws of debate to prove that such a second blessing is a 
part or is the sum of the “blessing of Abraham.’’ The 
onus prolandi is with them. But St. Paul, when teaching 
justification designedly, in the fourth chapter of Romans, 
shows plainly that the Abrahamic blessing is to be im- 
puted unto us the same as it was to him, and in that 
chapter he calls it justification; and all Christians gen- 
erally so understand him as teaching regeneration, and 
not a second work in the soul, (c) Now, that regenera- 
tion, in contradistinction to any greater work, is the thing 
meant by the “blessing of Abraham,” will appear from 
St. Paul’s words, Por, while describing the blessedness 
of justification, in Eom, iv, 1-15, he quotes David to 
show 'that there is a “blessedness.” He actually uses 
the very term blessedness, which is adapted to our argu- 
ment, being the exact word in question, and then goes on 
to show that Abraham received it before circumcision, 
thereby teaching that the blessedness which he was speak- 



Aeg.VII.] JUSTIFIOATIOl^r AND EEGBNEKATION. 133 

ing of was that of the regenerated state, of which cir- 
cumcision was a sign. This, then, fixes the sense of the 
phrase, blessing of Abraham.'^ This is what Christ died 
to confer upon the Grentiles, according to the text in hand; 
nothing more as a work in the heart. Simply this. Christ's 
sacrificial death contemplated nothing fhrther as a final 
end of moral purifying. Is it not strange that there is 
no mention of Christ dying for the ultimate purpose of 
securing what is called our entire sanctification? 

6. 1 Peter ii, 24 : Who his own self hare our sins in 
his own body on the tree, that we, being dead to sins, 
should live unto righteousness '' — JUSTIFICATION, (a) This 
passage teaches that Christ redeemed us by his sacrificial 
death upon the tree, (b) The final cause is mentioned. 
It is introduced by the final conjunction ihat^ or in order 
that we should live unto justification. Now, why is it 
that all these six passages, and more that might he 
quoted, represent justification as having some relation 
to man as a final end or cause of the atonement, while 
there is not one word about entire sanctity, as such, in 
the final purpose of our redemption? We leave the 
careful reader to observe that justification is 2 , final came 
of the atonement of Christ, and that the so-called entire 
sanctification is not. And as it has been before argued, 
that the latter is no part of the Abrahamic covenant, the 
same idea is further proved by this fact, that it was never 
a part of God's design in the gift of his Son as a Re- 
deemer* Pinally, the gift of Christ, as our oblation on 
the cross, never could have contemplated an imposBibilUy; 
for, so far as it related to the removing of sin, it had in 
view our regeneration, which Mr. Watson in part defines: 
“The recovery of the moral image of Gon upon the 
heart.” Now, more than the image for it to have con- 
templated, is to human conceptions inconceivable, and 
therefore, as a theory of faith and practice, absolutely 
impossible. 
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ARGUMENT VIII. 

Regenebation is a sueeicient pbepabatiok of soul 

FOB MAN^S ETERNAL SALVATION, INDEPENDENT OF WHAT IS 
CALLED ENTIRE SANCTIFICATION, This may be argued, 

1. From the unintentional writings of entire sanctifica- 
tionists themselves. Dr. Peck says, It would be equally 
foreign, fi*om the views both of St, Paul and Mr. Wesley, 
to speak of those who are not sanctified lohoUy as in a 
state of damning sin. For they are justified and born 
anew, and consequently adopted into GoTs family. And 
though their sanctification may not be complete, they 
have the promise of eternal life, and of course have the 
pledge of complete sanctification, if they should be cut 
off by death in that state. It is most absurd to suppose 
that a justified soul can be lost, without having forfeited 
his justification by backsliding.”^ 

It is truly very strange that any one should talk or 
think about the absolute necessity of entire sanctification 
as a prerequisite to eternal life in heaven, and at the 
same time adhere to such a sentiment as that expressed 
in the above quotation. Mr, Wesley says, in his note on 
St. John’s Gospel, iii, 3, “In this solemn discourse our 
Lord shows that no external profession, no ceremonial 
ordinances or privileges of birth, could entitle any to the 
blessings of the Messiah’s kingdom; that AN entire 
CHANGE OF HEART as well as of life was necessary for 
that purpose.” And his note on the expression, Ye must 
he horn again^ is this, “To be born again is to be in- 
wardly changed from all sinfulness to all holiness.” 
Here it is to observed, (a) That Mr. Wesley intimates as 
if he understood Christ to teach Nicodemus all his duty, 
so far as it relates to a full and clear declaration of the 
^Christian Perfection, Abridged Edition, p. 31. 
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-wsij of salvation, (b) Mr. Wesley either understood re- 
generation, as taught to Nicodemus, to be all that God 
requires of any man as a fitness for heaven, or else, in 
■writing his notes on the passage, he very carelessly 
abused the English language. For, can any writer on 
the theory of entire sanctity use a stronger and more 
expressive term than AN entibe change of heabt, and 
that, too, where he is evidently speaking merely of the 
new birth, as every one understands the passage to be 
concerning this blessing only? Does the word entibe, 
when applied to a change of heart, mean any less than 
when applied to sanctification, or, in other words, does 
entire sanctification, as he held it, mean any more than 
entire chaoige of heartf^ Does it mean any more 
than be inwardly changed from all sinfulness to all 
holiness f” Are not such incidental, strong expressions 
about regeneration equal to virtually saying that it is 
sufficient for eternal salvation? As to Dr. Adam Olarke, 
mention has already been made of his comment on Eom. 
vi, 7, where he blends justification and what he calls 
entire sanctification together, thereby making them one 
and the same; and since he regards them in that manner, 
and the latter as necessary and sufficient, the former is 
sufficient also. As to Rev. Richard Watson, it has been 
shown that his definition of regeneration is the same in 
substance as that given of sanctification, as one may see 
in his Theological Dictionary. Now, since he can not 
distinguish the one from the other, and since he regards 
the latter as sufScient for our salvation, of course we 
must hold the same of the former also, unless it can be 
shown that there is substantially a difference in his defin- 
itions of the two doctrines, which does not appear. The 
resemblance, as to theology, is that of actual identity; 
the inward work in both cases, as already mentioned, 
being the restoration of the “image” of God, and the 
fruit of this inward work consisting, in each definition, in 
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keeping the moral law. Besides these particular places, 
mentioned in the writings of these authors respectively, 
to show that they seem to have incidentally represented 
the new birth as adequate to final salvation, it may be 
observed that if they have any where in the Bible written 
on any doctrine in such a manner as to cause us to be- 
lieve that they understood the Scriptures to teach an 
inward grace necessary and sufficient for eternal safety, 
such a grace, on strict examination, if an imvard w^ort, 
will always be found to be nothing else than regeneration, 
unless those who think otherwise can find a covenant of 
grace apart from the Abrahamic in which some greater 
blessing is taught ; but as the matter is, while faith is the 
term, and it through Christ, it is regeneration. 

2. The sicfficiency of the birth of the Spirit may be 
further argued from Scripture. 

John i, 12, 13: ^^As many as received him, to them 
gave he power to become the sons of God, even to them 
that believe on his name; which were born, not of blood, 
nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but 
of God.’’ A few observations are necessary on this pas- 
sage. (1.) There are four expressions used in desig- 
nating the true people of God. First, the receivej's of 
Christ ; second, those who received power to become the 
Bom of God; third, ^‘them that believe in his name;*’ 
fourth, those that were bom of God. These all mean 
the same persons. (2.) These four expressions are all 
applicable to those who are justified; for such have re- 
ceived Christ as Abraham did when he saw Christ’s day and 
was glad.” They have also power given them to become 
the sons of God; for they have received the Spirit of 
adoption, as St. Paul teaches, being children, heirs of 
God, the seed of Abraham, and in the covenant. The 
justified are also believers on the name of Christy because 
faith is the sole condition of their justification, as taught 
in the covenant. Finally, the justified are horn of God. 



Aeg. VIII.] JUSTIFICATION AND KEaENBEATION. 


137 


(3.) It is plain that St. John is here speaking of God's 
people, in the true Bible sense, as seen from two reasons. 
(a) He is speaking of those who truly embraced the Gos- 
pel in all its saying efficacy, in contradistinction to those 
who did not. (6) The four expressions in the text, men- 
tioned in the first observation, mean as much as any ad- 
vocate of total sanctity can conceive of, however sanguine 
he may be for the truth of his theory ; for, can any one 
do more for his ultimate admission into glory than receive 
Christ? than become a son of God? than believe in his 
name ? than be born of God? (4.) The conclusion on this 
passage, therefore, stands thus : St. J ohn spoke of Chris- 
tians in the strongest conceivable sense of the term. These 
have four phrases applied to them, all of which designate 
them as merely justified and regenerated persons ; there- 
fore, regeneration is enough for our eternal salvation, be- 
ing the only conceivable state of grace for a soul, so far 
as it is revealed to us. 

John iii, 3, etc. : “ Except a man be born again, he 
can not see the kingdom of God.” (a) This conversation 
of our Lord with Nicodemus is acknowledged by all to be 
a proof-passage of the doctrine of regeneration. It is 
quoted by Mr. Watson as such in his Theological Dic- 
tionary, Article Reoenbration- It is quoted likewise in 
Barr’s Bible Index, and in our Catechism. To the best 
of our knowledge it is not held in proof of entire sancti- 
fication. {b) The passage teaches, from the nature of the 
whole conversation of our Lord on the occasion, that a 
man born of the Spirit should see the kingdom of God ; 
and, as stated in verse 8, should enter into” it. (<?) 
The phrase, ‘^kingdom of God,” in this discourse, most 
likely means, as Dr. Robinson says, the kingdom “ in the 
internal spiritual sense.” This, as our Lord here preached 
it, is a sufficient preparation of heart to meet all the de- 
mands of the Gospel, and to secure a mansion in eternal 
glory. The new birth, or the vital love of God in the 
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heart unto the restoration of the Divine image, which is 
the same thing, is all that any sanctificationist cmi con- 
ceive of. All that is taught in this passage, but not less 
than this, (d) This is argued by these two weighty con- 
siderations : (1.) Christ now recognizes him who is born 
of God as IN the kingdom of his dear Son/^ beyond 
which more can not be claimed. (2.) The second consid- 
eration is, that he, as one BORN of God, and in full favor 
with him, may die in this regenerated state ; and the (][ues- 
tion is, what will become of him? Yerily, he will be 
either eternally saved or lost. One or the other of these 
issues we all admit in common. If he is saved, then the 
argument in hand is gained. Regeneration is sufficient. 
The arsfument then turns on the other issue, and we say 
he is lost. 

But the objector will not agree to this ; he, in the lan- 
guage of Dr. Peck, says, ^^It is most absurd to suppose 
that a justified soul can be lost, without having forfeited 
his justification by backsliding.'’^ The advocates of the 
doctrine in question have not the conscience to say that 
a regenerated man dying will be lost; and since this is 
the case, how can they hold that entire sanctification, as 
a second work of the soul, is absolutely necessary ? 
Reason actually demands that they come out openly, and 
aver the one or the other; that is, that the second ad- 
ditional and distinct work must take place in the soul, or 
that soul 77iust be condemned, even in his regeneration. 
There is an evident evasion, however, of these fearful 
alternatives, in order to make out a theory. This is done 
by taking the position that, in case a regenerated soul 
enter into eternity before being completely sanctified, 
however suddenly and unexpectedly, such a soul God 
wholly sanctifies and takes to himself. To this last re- 
sort there are several objections. 

(a) It begs the whole question at last ; for the soul 
only partially cleansed from sin, according to the theoi'y. 
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enters the jaws of death ; God saves it because it is partly 
cleansed from sin with the help of hiB own p>reTogative. 
Now, if what purifying the soul received in regeneration, 
together with the Divine prerogative, saves it, then the 
question is given up ; for that spirit has reached the eter- 
nal goal, and so regeneration has proved its suflSciency; 
for it is granted that that spirit could not have been saved 
without it, although supposed to be but a partial bless- 
ing. This is the legitimate result of such a position as 
has been held to concerning Christian perfection. 

(5) The objection, moreover, assumes a feature still 
worse, and, if pressed, fairly presents dangerous conse- 
quences; for, if God in the instant of death can accept 
a soul under the influences of sin in a degree^ through a 
peculiar mercy, at the expense of justice, and the actual 
overlooking of its neglect to exercise the faith of full sal- 
vation, then, why can he not save all men on the same 
principle, of winking at cdl their sins as well as at a part 
of them ? If God can pass by a partial neglect of duty, 
as to a conditional salvation, why not overlook a total neg- 
lect ? The fact that the soul was not saved from all its 
sins, on this hypothesis, is its own fault; and to say that 
it should be ultimately saved, is all gratuitous, even on 
the mere supposition before us. Such a soul should have 
been ^Svholly sanctified.” It has neglected this “great 
salvation,” and how can it “escape?” Granting that it 
had good desires and mental anxiety in struggling for 
this great, second blessing, and hoped to embrace it some 
day, can not be alleged as any reason for a final acquittal ; 
for, on the same ground, God should save millions of re- 
bellious sinners who never take the first step toward 
heaven, simply on the ground that they hope to repent 
and serve God in their future lives. Hell will be thickly 
populated with those who hoped some time to repent, 

(c) There lies an objection against the whole theory 
of the necessity of a greater work in the heart than 
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regeneration, in case of one dying when merely in that 
state ; for the matter stands thus : While living, the man 
BORK of God stands m the covenant, in the kingdom, and 
has ALL the Divine favor granted to man in this life. Now, 
the advocates of the theory in hand, if they persist in 
their views, are certainly bound to show wherein the soul, 
in passing through death, can fail to be taken into the 
Divine favor in eternity, when it stood in that favor in 
this life; for while living he is a son of God, and God 
recognizes him as such, according to Scripture, all the 
time. Because he is a believer, to him there is no con- 
demnation.’^ Now, he is instantly killed by some violence 
over which he had no control, and will the entire sanctifi- 
cationist tell why the son on earth should not be the son 
of God in, heaven also? Is there any sin in death, or 
does an individual incur Divine wrath by the act of dy- 
ing? May he live in God’s favor while on earth, and be 
condemned at last for giving up the ghost ? It has already 
been shown that the new birth is a state of grace, as great 
as any one can show entire sanctification to be ; and if God 
saves what some may suppose to be the wholly sanctified, 
since regeneration is as great a state of favor, why not 
save its subjects also? Let the advocates of extreme 
sanctity do one of two things : Either take Mr. Watson’s 
Theological Dictionary and tell us the essential and dis- 
tinctive difference between his definition of regeneration 
and that of sanctification, as to the extent of the inward 
work in both, and as to the fruit thereof ; or else let them 
show why the man dying in the former should be lost, and 
he in the latter saved; or why any additional blessing to 
regeneration should be at all necessary to his salvation. 

(d) Another objection to a regenerated man’s complete 
sanctification taking place in the moment of a sudden death, 
granting that there is such a blessing additional to the 
birth of the Spirit, exists in the fact that it is a Calvin- 
istic notion, which Mr. Watson himself refutes in what 
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he calls his “fatal objections” to their theory. Calvin- 
istic writers have held that sin must dwell in believers till 
death ; against this view, Mr. Watson — Theological Insti- 
tutes, Vol. ii, chapter xxix — ^brings five “ fatal objections,” 
showing, on the ground of reason and Scripture, that en- 
tire sanctification must occur bbpoee death. Now, since 
the argument in hand is not to show that such a blessing 
must be obtained previously to death, but that it ean not 
be obtained in death, the last three of Mr. Watson’s ob- 
jections need not here be mentioned; but the first two, as 
to our argument, lie as forcibly against the sanctifica- 
tionist who expects that blessing to be granted in death 
to one regenerated, as it does against the Calvinist. His 
first objection is, “ That we no where find the promm of 
entire sanctification restricted to the article of deaths either 
expressly j or in fair inference from a7iy passage of Soly 
Scripture,^^ Now, if this objection, which our reason 
really must regard as a “fatal” one, be such against 
the Calvinist, who puts off his final stroke to sin till the 
moment of death, it stands with equal force against him 
who believes in such a final stroke to sin at any time after 
regeneration, but who has neglected to realize it till death. 

Mr. Watson’s second objection against the Calvinist is, 
“ That zve no ivhere find the drcumstance of the souVs zmion 
zvifh the body represented as a necessary obstacle to its entire 
sanctificaimiJ^ Now, if the union of soul and body is no 
obstacle to this great work, it follows, that if a man has 
been born again, and has lived in that state for some 
time, and has died suddenly without having obtained the 
second blessing, he is culpable in the sight of his Judge 
for not being wholly sanctified, when there was no “ nec- 
essary obstacle” in the way of his complete sanctity. 
He has willfully neglected his known duty, and this guilt 
stands against him. And not only this, but entire per- 
fectionists maintain that this second blessing is obtained 
by faith ; and granting this view, also, to be correct, which 
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is not the case for want of a covenant apart from the 
Abrahamic, in case a regenerated man is instantaneously 
killed, when for years he had, perhaps, been striving to 
obtain that extra blessing, but failed for want of the 
proper faith, as the theory practically works, how simple 
and unfounded it is to think either of such a one exer- 
cising a faith in the twinkling of an eye, which in life, 
health, and reason’s full powers he could not and did not 
do during several years, or that he can be saved at all by 
expecting it in death! But Mr. Watson’s conclusion 
against the Galvinistic theory deserves our notice. He 
says, ^'^We conclude, therefore, as to the time of our com- 
plete sanctification, or, to use the phrase of the Apostle 
Paul, ‘‘ the destruction of the body of sin,’ that it can nei- 
ther he referred to the hour of death, nor placed subsequently 
to this present lifeJ’ 

There are only three periods in the existence of a soul 
during one of which its entire sanctification can, hypo- 
thetically, take place; namely, during the lifetime of the 
body, in the hour of death, or in eternity. As to the 
first period, we are arguing on the hypothesis of a re- 
generated man having neglected his entire sanctification till 
a sudden and unexpected death call him hence. There- 
fore, our hypothesis excludes the possibility of his com- 
plete sanctity during his lifetime, since he has neglected 
it. And Mr. Watson’s conclusion excludes the idea of it 
ever taking place in either of the other two periods^ for 
he says, B can neither he referred to the HOUR OF death, 
nor placed subsequently to this present life.” This is 
a conclusion which Mr. Watson draws from very strong and 
clear reasoning. Therefore, since the regenerated man 
has neglected the only period in which he could have ob- 
tained this blessing, admitting it to be Scriptural and 
obtainable, and since he can not obtain it either in death 
or in eternity, if his regeneration does not save him, he 
is lost eternally. We conclude, therefore, 
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1. That the regenerated soul, leaving the body as such, 
is either saved or lost. If saved, then regeneration is 
sufficient, and our argument stands. 

2. It can not be lost. For (a) it has been united to 

Christ by regeneration, and St. Paul says he is persuaded 
^Hhat neither death , . . nor any other creature 

shall be able to separate us [the regenerated] from the 
love of God.’’ (J) Dr. Peck, himself a perfectionist, says, 
^‘It is most absurd to suppose that a justified soul can be 
lost without having forfeited his justification by backslid- 
ing.” So he can not be lost, according to the testimony 
of inspiration and that of sanctificationists themselves. 
Hence he is saved. But he is supposed to have neglected 
any further preparation for eternity than regeneration till 
the hour of death ; therefore its sufficiency is established. 

We here observe, 1. That Dr. Peck on this point seems 
to disagree with Mi*. Watson. . For he says, speaking of 
those who are justified, Though their sanctification may 
not be complete, they have the promise of eternal life, 
and of course have the pledge of complete sanctification, 
if they should be cut off by death in that state.”* Here 
he speaks of one actually cut off hy death in that state, 
thereby making out his entire sanctification to occur either 
IN death or after it, the very two things of which Mr. 
Watson says neither” can be; and he so works the 
case as to get him finally into heaven on a “ pledge of 
complete sanctification” growing out of “the promise of 
eternal life ” to such as are justified, without quoting the 
“promise” where the reader may find his “pledge” of 
sanctification to men ^^cut off hy deathr 2. Our Doctor 
actually admits that one may die that state namely, 
the regenerate^ but Mr, Watson says, of entire sanctity, 

It can neither he referred to the hour of death, nor placed 
suisequenily to this f resent lifeJ^ Therefore, if regenera- 
tion is not sufficient, these two divines so conduct the 

^ Christian Perfection Abridged, p. 31. 
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case that the soul is lost from the want of that second 
blessing which it is impossible for him ever to get. 
Readei-j which horn of this dilemma do you prefer? If 
he is lost you condemn an adopted son, an heir, a believer, 
one who has received Christ by faith, one w^hom Dr. Peck 
says it is ^‘most absurd^’ to suppose lost. If you say he 
is saved, you suppose him to be taken to paradise without 
complete sanctification after those tTvo periods in which 
Mr. Watson says he can not obtain that blessing. Hence, 
our argument is correct, and the new birth is sufficient. 
3. But it is contrary to our views of religion practically 
to say that men dying in the regenerated state are lost, 
and shocking to our senses and feelings. Bishop Hamline, 
in his ‘^recommendation” to Dr. Peck’s work on Chris- 
tian Perfection, says that entire sanctification seems to 
be a mere specidation in the Ohurch, so far as forty-nine- 
FIFTIETHS of her members are concerned” These are the 
words of one of the most sanguine advocates of the 
theory. How, let us see the results : if forty-ninefftieths 
of the professors of religion regard complete sanctity, so 
held, as a mere speculation,” we are confident, from 
observation and a knowledge of the impending facts, that 
the remaining fiftieth part do not possess it ; and so all the 
Church, except a very reduced fraction, according to this 
calculation, must die in a merely-regenerated state at best. 
Do we suppose that, they shall be all lost? Forsooth, 
“ Let us eat and drink ; for to-morrow we die.” 

Although the proof ahready given in this argument may 
seem sufficient to prove the proposition, there are other 
passages of Scripture so plain and pointed which speak 
of the competency of regeneration for our salvation, this 
blessing being understood as a concomitant of justification, 
that it is proper to mention briefly a few of them. When 
God speaks, man should hear. 

Phil, iii, 7-9 : “ But what things were gain to me, those 
I counted loss for Christ. Yea doubtless, and I count all 
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things but loss for the excellency of the knowledge of 
J esus Christ my Lord ; for whom I have suffered the loss 
of all things, and do count them but dung, that I may win 
Christ, and be found in him, not having dtxaioff6>rju] 
mine own [justification,] which is of the law^, but that 
which is through the faith of Christ, the olxawffwrjy [just- 
ieication] which is of God by faith.” We will observe 
only tw^o points in this passage. The first is, That the 
apostle is speaking of justification and regeneration^ and 
not of any other imvard grace. This is proved {a) by his 
contrasting the justification by faith with that which the 
Jew sought, and which is identical with that which he 
calls mine own justification, which is of the law. (h) It 
will appear that St, Paul is speaking of the new birth 
only, in his using the very word itself which is so trans- 
lated above and put in capital letters, (c) It is so under- 
stood by our commentators. On the expression, JBui that 
lohich is through the faith of Christy Dr. Clarke says, 
“ That justificationy which is received by faith through the 
atonement made by Christ.” Mr. TVesley and Rlr. Benson 
also speak of justification as being taught in this passage. 
Dr. Macknight, as quoted here by Mr. Benson, is very 
clear. He says, Since the righteousness firom the law 
is that which is obtained according to the tenor of the 
law, the righteousness from Cod hy faith is that which 
comes from God’s accounting the believer’s faith to him 
for righteousness, and from his working that faith in his 
heart by the influences of his Spirit.” Candor, however, 
on the part of the writer, requires him to mention, that 
notwithstanding the arguments already advanced to show 
that the apostle is speaking of regeneration as the only 
inward grace, and that our commentators have taught that 
St. Paul speaks of justification and the new birth con- 
nected therewith, they also speak of the apostle making 
mention of entire sanctification, or at least something be- 
sides, which they call “sanctification.” Mr. Wesley, on 
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verse 9, says, ^^Here also the apostle is far from speaking 
of justification only.’^ On the expression. But that ^vhich 
is through the faith of Christy Mr. Benson says, That 
justifying, sanctifying^ and practical righteousness which 
is attained through believing in Christ/^ On the phrase, 
The excellency of the hnowledge of Christy Dr. Clarke says, 
“Justification through his blood; sanctification by his 
Spirit.’’ Now, if these authors, by these remarks, mean 
an inward work of the Spirit, additional to regeneration, 
that is, distinct from and greater than the new birth, 
their declarations about such a doctrine are wholly gratu- 
itous. They have not the sanction of the original Greek 
text, in which there is not one word about such a doctrine 
by any name whatever. The idea of sanctification they 
seem to have associated with this passage, simply because 
it is a strong text which gives a very full view of the 
benefits arising from justification. There is no more 
reason to think that sanctification is taught here, as they 
are accustomed to use it, than there is of supposing it to 
be taught in the fourth and fifth chapters of Romans, or 
any where else, where all would admit that justification 
was the apostle’s theme. 

The name of the blessing is what the impartial reader 
must base his opinion upon. This is, the justification 
WHICH IS FROM GoD BY FAITH. If this phrase, or name 
of the work, means sanctification, as they use the word, 
and yet obtained at the same time with regeneration, as 
these commentators really seem here to teach, then surely 
there is a manifest inconsistency in speaking of any such 
thing as entire sanctification taking place in the soul, 
perhaps years after it is justified, since justification one 
time is as good as at another; and to blend the two in 
one is virtually to give up their theory entirely. But this 
blending is a peculiarity of ail the writers on the subject. 
Dr. Pock would have a man to be saved by justification 
alone ; and at the same time he claims that he must be 
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•wholly sanctified, the soul can never be admitted 
into the glorious presence of God.” And Mr. Watson 
fails in his Theological Dictionary to make any conceiv- 
able difference between the doctrines; his definition of 
sanctification, in his Dictionary, marks Eph. iv, 24, as a 
proof of that doctrine, and our Church Catechism makes 
the same passage a proof of regeneration; and in tliis 
instance the two blessings are obtainable at the same time, 
as they seem to teach. Again, it is said of the justified 
man, that “ sin remains in him, yea, the seed of all sin, 
till he is sanctified throughout.” When men leave the 
subject in such utter darkness and confusion, is it any 
wonder that a bishop of our Church should say of the 
theory, that it “ seems to be a mere speculation in the 
Church, so far as forty-nine-fiftieths of her members are 
concerned?” Yet it is hoped that the learning, piety, 
usefulness, and our esteem in common of these good men, 
will not preclude from the mind of the reader the possi- 
bility of their error on the side of devotion, nor dare the 
thrusts of reason to adduce either a counter-argument or 
a more Scriptural or practical system. Our second ob- 
servation is — 

That our text teacher the SUFFICIENCY of regeneration as 
connected with justification. This seems to be the teach- 
ing of St. Paul, as several points will show, (a) Por the 
knowledge of Jesus Christ, which is embraced in justifi- 
cation, he ''counted all things but loss,” he "counted 
them but dung;” and the things that were "gain” to 
him, he " counted loss for_ Christ.” Now, if the apostle 
cast away such great honors of earth, as he had, for a 
religion that would not save him after death, bad as this 
world is, he was badly cheated, (h) He underwent all 
his loss for two final objects ; one was, that I may win 
Christ;” the .other, that "I may be found in him;” which 
he explains as, negatively, not having mine own right- 
eousness, which is of the law,” and, positively, that "I 
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may have the [justification] which is of God by faith.’’ 
All this seems to be a looking forward to the general 
judgment when God shall search men, as the Searcher 
of all hearts,” to find their moral standing ; and the 
declaration and implication of the whole passage are, that 
St. Paul in that day desired to be found having justifi- 
cation BY faith, thereby showing that he regarded it as 
including a sufficiency for his salvation, (e) Our com- 
mentators, no doubt, saw that this passage spoke of justi- 
fication by faith as enough for ultimate happiness, and this 
not being quite their views, they would likely and uncon- 
sciously, as natural to the human mind, think it necessary 
to add something to it. 

Gal. V, 5, 6: ‘‘For we through the Spirit wait for the 
hope of dtxaLo<T6vr]<; [JUSTIFICATION] by faith. For in 
Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth any thing, 
nor uncircumcision; but faith which worketh by love.” 
Now, in chapter vi, verse 15, he says, “For in Christ 
Jesus neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncir- 
cumcision, but a new creature.” Here we observe, (a) 
that the first clause of the sixth verse of the fifth chap- 
ter and the first clause of the fifteenth verse of the sixth 
chapter are alike, word for word, (h) Since what is ex- 
pressed in these identical clauses is said not to avail any 
thing in the Christian dispensation, and since the anti- 
thetical or second clause of each verse, respectively, posi- 
tively states what will avail, the second clause of each 
verse, though expressed in different language, must be 
the same in meaning. Now, since the word ^^availeth^^ is 
understood in each one of the second clauses, the meaning 
is, as to the one, that “faith which worketh by love 
availeth,” and as to the other, that “a new creature 
AVAILETH.” Therefore, the grammarian can see that the 
logical subject of the verb ^^availeth^^ in the one instance, 
is the expression faith which worheth hy lovef^ and in the 
other it is the phrase “a neiv G2*eatiire” These are theo- 
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logically equivalent, as to the point in question, because 
each one ^^availeth” in the Divine estimation and require- 
ment. But by transposition, if we put the logical subject 
of one clause for the other, in Gal. v, 6, it will read thus : 

We wait for the hope of justification by faith, for in 
Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth any thing . . . 
but a new creature availeth.'’^ In this we see that the 
^^hope” of the justified relation, which is the object of 
the apostle’s desires and waiting, is nothing else than the 
new creation, or ^^new creature,” that ^‘availeth.” There- 
fore, since a new creature is made in the moment of justi- 
fication, as the work of regeneration, the sufficiency of the 
blessing is plain. 

Luke XV, 7 : “ More than over ninety-and-nine just 
persons which need no repentance.” {d) The word just 
here deserves notice. In the Greek it is dtxawt:;, dikaiois^ 
and is the root of the verb dcxacow, dikaioo^ which is used 
throughout the New Testament as the word which we con- 
stantly translate by the English verb to justify. As to 
etymological meaning, Professor Crosby,* speaking of the 
meaning of verbs of this kind, as derived from adjectives, 
says, “2b ‘that which is pointed out by the primi- 
tive; as, {delos^ evident; diqXoa)^ {deloo^ to make evi- 
dent; (doulos^) servile; douXow^ (douloo^ to make 

one a slave.^^ From this grammar rule, here well illus- 
trated, Ave see that to justify a soul is to make that soul — 
dixatoq^ dikaios — just. This is the strict, etymological 
meaning of the word. This is just what it amounts to, 
reasoning on it from such analogous cases as the above 
examples. Therefore, ninety-and-nine just persons, above 
mentioned, were those, in our Lord’s use of the word, who 
had been made just, or, as we say, justified. How nat- 
ural! When God justifies, he makes the soul just; this 
being done, they are regenerated. But of these, he him- 


^ Greek Grammar, g 318. 
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self positively says that they need no eepentanoe 
hence their regeneration is enough. 

Notwithstanding this plain language from the lips of 
our Lord, it is remarkable that Dr. Peck, in LECTURE X, 
which he heads, The w'ay to the attainment of Chris- 
tian Perfection,’’ at the third minor point of instruc- 
tion, says : ‘‘ 3. We must exercise feelings of contrition. 
A deep and permanent godly sorrow must take posses- 
sion of our hearts. This feeling will arise from a convic- 
tion of hidden corruptions and inward unlikeness to 
God — will consist in a perfect self-abhorrence and 
self-renunciation. If we have not wickedly departed 
from God, or backslidden in heart, it will not imply 
condemnation or a sense of guilt. It is a feeling which 
is entirely consistent with a sense of the Divine favor, 
or the evidence of pardon.”* These words of the Doctor 
seem to conflict, 

1. With our Lord’s words just quoted; for he speaks 
of one in the Divine favor,” one not ^‘backslidden in 
heart yet “ feelings of contrition,” “ a deep and per- 
manent godly sorrow,” are as contrary to Christ’s state- 
ment as any thing can he. 

2. His “hidden corruptions” and “inward nnlikeness 
to God,” in one regenerated, no man can reconcile with 
our commonly-received definitions of regeneration; for 
Mr. Watson says, “The change in regeneration consists 
in the recovery of the moral image of God upon the 
heart.”f 

3. Our Doctor conflicts with St. Paul, who, describing 
the justified, as to their incessant stream of joy, says, 
“We stand and rejoice in hope of the glory of God;” 
“ no condemnation ” have such as are in that very state, 
in which he speaks of “ contrition,” “ godly sorrow,” and 
“ perfect self-abhorrence.” 

^ Christian Perfection Abridged, p. 251. 

■f Theological Dictionary, Article Regehebatioit. 
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4. In fact, he seems inconsistent with himself in the 
words quoted; for how “a deep and permanent godly 
sorroio must take possession of our hearts,’’ how ^4n- 
ward unlikeness to God,” and hidden corruptions” can 
characterize our hearts, and at the same time will not 
imply condemnation or a sense of guilt,” is what we nei- 
ther understand ourself, nor do we think that it will seem 
clear to others. Let the objector clear up these argu- 
ments before he avers the necessity of a second blessing. 
Moreover, keeping in view the above exposition of the 
word JUST, he may examine all those texts where the 
JUST and the unjust are contrasted, and it will appear as 
the word constantly used to indicate God’s people as op- 
posed to those who are not his people. Even after the 
general judgment they are designated by the word just. 

These [the wicked] shall go away into everlasting pun- 
ishment, but the dtxatoc^ [dikaioi^ the ones who have been 
justified or made just,] into life eternal.” Reader, what 
think you of this ? 0, that we may be just with God ! 
Surely the sufficiency we will not doubt after we are 
judged, approbated, and eternally saved. If regenera- 
tion is enough for man’s eternal salvation, entire sanctifi- 
cation, as additional, is absolutely useless; and what is 
useless can not be a Bible doctrine. 


ARGUMENT IX, 

Regeneration is the only doctrine, as a work of 
THE Holy Spirit in the heart, that ever Christ 

PREACHED during HIS WHOLE PUBLIC MINISTRY. 

This may seem like a startling proposition when .it 
sounds for the first time on the ears of those who hold the 
adopted theory of entire sanctification. The declaration, 
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howerer, is made, and there is proof in its favor. 
That this proposition is true, is no more than the mind 
would expect^ granting the truth of those already discussed. 
And although this argument is wholly included in former 
ones, in the very nature of the case, it is hoped, neverthe- 
less, that it will not he regarded as a repetition of pro- 
posed ideas, or as wholly unnecessary to the subject gen- 
erally. If the position we cherish is correct, it is hoped 
a more extended inquiry into Biblical truth will not weary 
the reader, injure the truth itself, defame the holy charac- 
ter of its Divine Author, or be unproductive of good. 

One or two specimens of the Master’s preaching will 
suffice to prove our proposition. In a former argument 
it was showm that Christ preached regeneration to Nico- 
demus. It -was no other blessing than this — the very 
same as St. Paul preached afterward — the same that all 
the apostles preached. This our Lord named by the 
phrases “born again,” and “born of the Spirit.” He 
argued the neeemty of this new birth, but he did not even 
mention, or slightly allude to entire sanctification, as ad- 
ditional, much less argue its necessity. And since he was 
the same God now manifest in the flesh, who “preached 
before the Gospel unto Abraham,” that had preached it 
in a covenant,^ the condition wherein was faith on the part 
of the patriarch and on the part of all his spiritual seed, 
as an unchangeable being it seems impossible for him to 
have preached another kind of religion to Nicodemus than 
that which he had preached to Abraham. This was the 
Gospel — miiltnm in parvo — thee shall all nations he 
hlessedP This blessing implied the regeneration of Abra- 
ham’s nature — nothing further as an inward work. So 
of all who shall walk in his steps — who shall be blessed 
“ with faithful Abraham.” This is the tenor of St. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Galatians. No more did God then require 
of the “father of the faithful” to obtain remission of sins 
than a compliance with the covenant condition — faith 
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ONLY. ITo'w, at a remote period of the world from that, 
he preaches the same to the ruler of the J ews, showing 
him that it is hj faith, as represented by Moses lifting up 
the serpent in the wilderness. Christ preached at this 
time either a doctrine entirely new, or else the same that 
he had preached when he fii'st made known the promise 
of a Redeemer. If he preached a neiv doctrine, then he 
•would, at the present day, save men in a different manner 
from that in which he saved them in ages past ; but such 
a notion as this may imply either that himself has changed, 
or that he has two ways of saving men entirely different, 
neither of which seems tenable. 

Moreover, the very nature of the covenant of grace will 
not admit of any change, as to the condition of pardon, 
and as to the blessing accompanying that pardon. Por 
the condition will always be faith, and nothing else, and 
the thing imputed will always be justification, with re- 
generation, and no other inward work. If our Lord 
preached to Nicodemus the old doctrine, it is presumable 
that he would give it its own characteristics, since new 
doctrines must necessarily differ from old ones by which 
very difference they are called 7iew. These character- 
istics show that to Abraham and Nicodemus the same 
doctrine was preached. The ancient Church of God and 
the present one, as to spiritual principles, are identical. 

The mere external forms in each, respectively, make no 
actual difference. As to this point we notice: (a) That 
each dispensation offers the same Savior, whom God 
promised as his part in the covenant with Abraham. 
(5) The fact of Christ pointing out the manner of obtain- 
ing regeneration by the act of faith, when he referred 
Nicodemus to the incident of Moses lifting up the serpent 
in the wilderness, shows conclusively that he thereby 
referred as certainly to faith, which was required of man 
in the covenant, as he did to God’s part in the same cove- 
nant in offering himself to Nicodemus as the same Savior 
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who was offered to Abraham. The final object, indeed, 
of the lifting up of the Son of man will determine this, 
“ That whosoever belietbth in him should not perish, 
hut have eternal life.” (c) But why was this apparently- 
incidental reference, or strictly-implied observance of the 
Abrahamic covenant, made by our Lord, unless that cove- 
nant and its conditions were prominent in his mind wHle 
preaching to hficodemus the ONLY plan of salvation, the 
doctrine he then taught and that preached to Abraham 
being the same ? {d) But that announced to the patriarch 
being regeneration, exclusive of any subsequent blessing 
whatever, shows that Christ preached no other doctrine 
than it as a fitness for heaven, (e) As another proof of 
the point in question, let us consider the Gospel message, 
“ Go ye into all the world, and preach the Gospel to every 
creature. He that belicveth and is baptized shall be 
saved,- but he that believeth not shall be damned.” Mark 
xvi, 15, 16. How, that the Gospel contained in this mes- 
sage, and that which vras preached to Abraham are the 
same, a few points will show. The sermon to the patri- 
arch was : “ In thee shall all nations be blessed.” 

The first point of analogy, or rather identity, common 
to both these pass-ages, we will regard as the extent of the 
work or mission — that which Christ preached and taught 
his disciples, was that they should go into all the world. 
The expression makes the message as extensive as lan- 
guage can express it, in a geographical respect. It ap- 
plies to the whole world. It is also extensive as to its 
sitljects, which are said to be every creature'^' that is, 
every creature of mankind — the entire genus homo. The 
message, therefore, is extensive geographically and as to 
its subjects. How, the Gospel pi-eached to Abraham was 
extensive in these two respects, also, because it is said, 
“ In thee shall all nations be blessed,” which implies ex- 
tension in both the particulars mentioned. The ancient 
and present Gospel herein are identical. 
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A second point of identity in the two passages is the 
vwBsage itself. In the one instance it is said that the 
Gospel” was preached to Abraham. In the other it is 
said, “ Go ye into all the world, and preach ‘ the Gospel.' ” 
In this respect, also, we find them the same. 

A third item of sameness is the condition on which 
this Gospel is to be received by men. ^^The Scripture 
foreseeing that God would justify the heathen through 
FAITH, preached before the Gospel unto Abraham.” He 
BELIEVED in the Lord.” Gen. xv, 6. It was faith on 
man’s part. God had appointed this as the condition of 
pardon in the covenant made with Abraham. Had he not 
believed, God would not have counted righteousness to 
him. He would then have broken the condition of the 
covenant, and this being done, the covenant itself would 
have been broken ; consequently, God, by his oath of in- 
tegrity, would not have been bound to give him any of 
the benefits of the atonement, as to the pardon of sin, 
had in Christ whom he promised to give as the Savior. 
On this hypothesis Abraham would have been damned,” 
simply from the want of a Savior. As the fact was, his 
faith saved him. According to the hypothesis his unbe- 
lief would have made the “promise of God of none effect,” 
which was God’s declaration that all, as believers, should 
be spiritually blessed in Abraham. Hence Abraham’s 
salvation was conditional, depending on his faith, and his 
condemnation also depending on his unbelief So in the 
Gospel message it is said, “ He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved.” In this the condition of eternal 
life is as clearly marked as in the case of Abraham, for 
it is the believer* who shall be saved, the salvation wholly 
depending on his faith. Again: that helieveth not 

shall be damned,” is a further part of the condition of 
this Gospel message. That is, unbelief is the cause of 
his condemnation — the latter depending on the former, 
(jf) Now, “ damnation,” as threatened in the Gospel mes- 
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sagOj is a forensic term. It may "be styled the contrary 
of justification, which is said to be a forensic’^ or legal 
word. But if forensic, to damn is an act of Divine justice 
whereby God punishes sin. The question naturally arises, 
Wherein does the mere act of unbelief constitute sin f Bor 
it is plain to Arminians that a just and all-wise God can 
not pronounce the sentence of damnation^’ on any one 
of his intelligent creatures, except that creature has vio- 
lated some law in the Divine economy, whereby he should 
become guilty before God. Hence it becomes us to 
inquire what law it can be. 

It can not be the law of works, and, therefore, sufier- 
ing the penalty of Adames transgression. That one man 
should suffer for the sin of another would he unjust 
“Every man shall give an account of himself to God/^ 
Nor can it be an arbitrary decree of unconditional, personal 
reprobation. Such would be contrary to our ideas of the 
present probationary life which we have, and of the anal- 
ogy of all things concerning us in this life, not to mention 
a score of objections to such a notion deducible from a better 
view of the Divine Being and his revelation to man. But 
the sin being found in unbelief, whereby one is condemned, 
the moral law that is violated is, indeed, the condition of 
the Ahrahamic covenant. Eor the sins, in breaking the 
commands of the decalogue, may rather be regarded as 
the fruits of the sinner, made such by unbelief in break- 
ing the term of the covenant. The accusation of the 
Judge, “I w^as a stranger, and ye took me not in,’' etc., 
implies this, otherwise salvation is not by faith but by 
works. This covenant was in the mind of Christ through- 
out all his preaching. In the Gospel message it is im- 
plied as strongly and clearly as any thing can be. Its 
promulgation, as a known law of God that men should 
observe and obey, is also implied. But when did God 
ever publish to man such a law? The only answer, in 
fairness, is, when he made the covenant with Abraham 
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and plainly set forth its condition to him— a condition 
most prominent in all our Savior’s preaching, whether by 
parable or otherwise. He that said, “ He that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth 
NOT shall be damned,” said also, ‘‘He that believeth on 
the Son hath everlasting life : and he that believeth not 
the Son shall not see life ; but the wrath of God abideth 
on him.” Again, both in the Old and Kewr Testaments, 
'where the Almighty’s denunciations are spoken in burn- 
ing language against the Je'ws, it is on account of their 
unbelief.” “Who hath believed our report,” was the 
complaint of Isaiah long before the advent of our Lord, 
and himself cried, “ Had ye believed Moses, ye would 
have believed me.” So throughout all the Epistles, 
there is a constant implication of the Abrahamic covenant 
by the use of the words and as •well 

as by the actual naming of that covenant and its full 
exposition with its application to ub as to its condition 
and blessings. A fourth point of sameness, as to the 
Gospel of the old and new dispensations, is the %ign of 
the inward grace in each respectively. In the covenant, 
the sign taught was circumcision ; and in Christ’s message 
•water-baptism, merely as the sign of the inward grace, 
is distinctly mentioned. We say merely ^ as opposed to its 
being any part of, or essential to obtaining inward purity ; 
for many objections might be alleged against water-bap- 
tism being essential to pardon. Let a few suffice. 

(a) The fatal one is, if we had no other, that baptism 
is not the condition of the covenant of grace at all. And 
baptism in the Christian dispensation either takes the 
place of circumcision in the Jewish or it does not. If it 
does not^ then all those who lived before the present dis- 
pensation, and who were saved, obtained salvation without . 
either baptism or any thing similar to it. If it does^ then. 

Christian baptism answers to, and is instituted in the place of, Jewish 
circumcision/' (Hibbard's Baptism, Part I, p. 61.) 
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Abraham was in a saved state nearly fourteen years lefore 
he received circumcision — the equivalent of baptism. 

(J) If baptism is absolutely essential to regeneration, 
and must accompany faith — the sole condition in the cov- 
enant whereby we obtain remission of sins, then the plain 
implication is that faith only ” is insufficient to save ; and 
so to introduce water-baptism as an indispensable semi- 
savior, is virtually an absolute denial of justification by 
faith only, that doctrine which has stood since the first 
promise of our Savior was given, and which is “a most 
WHOLESOME DOCTRINE, AND VERY' PULL OP COMFORT.’’ 

(<?) If water-baptism is positively needful for the par- 
don of sin and the regeneration of the soul, then, in case 
one has been pardoned in this way — granting the possi- 
bility of such pardon — and afterward commit sin in any 
manner, he must be baptized again and again, ad infini- 
tum^ in order to be pardoned of such subsequent sins. 
This is Scriptural in such a case; for, when the Church 
of Ephesus had left their “ first love,” the Spirit said, “ I 
have somewhat against thee, because thou hast left thy 
first love : . . repent and do the first avorks.” Rev. 

ii, 5. Now, it is held by such religionists that the first 
worlcs are repentance, faith, and baptism” in order to 
pardon; hence, for every time a man sins, in departing 
from his “ first love,” he must repent^ believe^ and be bap-- 
tized to procure the Divine favor, if it be once a w^eek all 
liis life! 

But the objector is taught to say, “By no means; for 
since the subject has been baptized, he may noio pray; 
before he was baptized, being sl sinner, he had no right to 
pray I” This objection may be settled by a few fair ques- 
tions. (1.) Who baptized the thief on the cross before he 
prayed? (2.) Why did not Peter command that the Gen- 
tiles should be baptized before they received the gift of 
the Holy Ghost instead of after it, the account of which is 
given in the tenth chapter of Acts, beginning at verse 44 ? 
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(3.) As to the practical character of such an opinion as 
that of a penitent sinner having no right to pray, is there 
not much objection ? Suppose a man who is well informed 
as to religious duty, who has read the Bible much, and 
has heard many excellent seiunons, should live in sin, and 
enter the army as a sinner thus well informed, as thou- 
sands have done, and should be mortally wounded and 
neglected on the battle-field for several days — no one near 
to lend him aid. He perceives that he must die from loss 
of blood, from hunger, and thirst. His first thought is 
to prepare foi' death and eternity. He believes in the 
necessity of water-baptism, however, to pardon of sin; 
but, alas ! no second person is there to baptize him ; no 
water is there in sufiBcient quantity to immerse him ! Or 
he may be cast alone on some barren island to perish, 
where there is water all around, and no one to administer 
the ordinance! How sad such cases as these! How 
miserably defective! But such a poor wretch who be- 
lieves the truth of a better hope, though his eyes be 
gleaming in death, yet, with Abrahamic faith, staggers 
not at the promise through unbelief,” and moves the com- 
passion of Jesus in his behalf, realizing in his heart that 
‘‘he that believeth on him is not condemned.” 

{d) Another serious' objection to baptism as essential to 
the remission of sin, is, that — granting its essentiality — 
it may absolutely fail to manifest such salutary import- 
ance. In the eighth chapter of Acts there is a plain 
account given of one Simon who “believed” and “was 
baptized,” yet after his baptism — ^which, of course, was 
administered in due form as to mode — he was found “in 
the gall of bitterness, and in the bond of iniquity.” Here 
is an instance of baptism administered pToperly^ and yet 
it left its subject a base sinner still, worthy and well 
qualified for the scathing rebuke of the apostle. Now, 
since it has been shown that the thief W’as saved withoid 
baptism, and also the Gentiles before baptism, and since 
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it actually failed to save Simon, it amounts to demonstra- 
tion that it is not essential to regeneration. Nor can the 
objector say that the case of Simon lies eq[ually against 
faith as being essential to regeneration, since it is said 
that Simon “believed.” For, there may be a merely 
nominal faith, and the person exercising such, as a mere 
assent to truth, may be in this sense said to ielieve. The 
simple belief of asse7it, that “Jesus Christ was the Son 
of God,” was characteristic of this case. The devils have 
the same kind of faith, and if this entitles them to bap- 
tism, as a saving ordinance, all they neecj is immersion. 
Faith may not amount to a saving trust in God at all. 
This is the kind that Simon had, or he would not have 
remained, like many others, a baptized sinner “in the gall 
of bitterness, and in the bond of iniquity.” Mr. Wesley 
properly says of the faith of Simon, that he “was con- 
vinced of the truth.” 

In this respect there is what we may call degrees in 
faith. For there, truly, is a faith in God even among 
bad men, as to his existence and attributes, while such 
may not be justifying faith, or that which is “ unto sal- 
vation.” But there can be no degree in baptism. This 
instance has just as much saving quality in it as any in- 
stance since the day that the ordinance was instituted, 
and yet it left Simon’s “heart” “not right in the sight 
of God.” So it leaves every man who depends on it for 
salvation. Now, those who make it, in most positive 
terms, essential to regeneration, would do well to notice 
three things. (1.) There is no passage of sacred Scrip- 
ture that clearly declares water-baptism to be essential to 
pardon. (2.) Salvation through water-baptism is not once 
argued in the Bible, while whole books of the New Testa- 
ment consist in full and elaborate argument to prove 
justification ly faith ONLY. Those passages which have 
been taken, by different religionists, to teach a doctrine 
that in any way would conflict with that of justification ly 
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faith ONLY, are alTvays incidentally and disconnectedly 
expressed. (3.) To remove these few^ out of the many 
objections that might be adduced, before they persist in 
their belief ; for he who makes baptism the mhstance^ in- 
stead of a mere shadow or sign of inward purity, and puts 
his trust in it, is as simple as the dog of fable, which was 
passing over a stream of water with a bone in his mouth, 
and supposing that he saw another dog in the water with 
a bone also, not discerning the difference between the 
substance and the shadow, dropped the reality^ caught at 
the shadow — ^lost all ! These objections, then, being laid 
aside, as mere side issues bordering on the question, and 
deserving some notice, the four points of identity between 
the preaching of Christ and that Grospel preached to Abra- 
ham, are, as the mind would naturally suppose, enough to 
show that the message given to the disciples, and the 
Gospel preached to the patriarch, are one and the same, 
in every essential respect. But that preached to the lat- 
ter was not entire sanctification, as such, but it was justi- 
fication which God imputed to him for his faith. Now, 
the Gospel in both dispensations thus found to be the 
same, and that preached to Nicodemus admitted to be re- 
generation and not complete sanctity, being perpetually 
taken by the advocates of the latter to prove the former, 
it is most conclusive that there never was another doc- 
trine, as an inward work, preached by the one eternal 
Christ since the morning of time. And unless the advo- 
cates of their peculiar^ sanctity can prove that their doc- 
trine was preached to Abraham, both it and their argu- 
ments must fall. Since it is not implied in the covenant, 
since St. Paul continually called it justification, and since 
the Gospel message implies that very thmg, it may be safe 
to say, that he who preaches entire sanctification, preaches 
more than the covenant of grace, more than the commis- 
sion to the disciples warrants, and more than Christ did, 

“He that hath ears to hear let him hear.” 

14 
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ARGUMENT X. 

Entire sanctification, as an inward blessing sub- 
sequent TO regeneration, is objectionable. 

1. It is objectionable because not Scriptural, according 
to fair and established rules of interpretation, as to the 
use of the context in theological writings. Whenever the 
theologian attempts to give the sense of any passage of 
Scripture, having connection with a discourse, or argu- 
ment on the part of its inspired author, he ought to pay 
particular respect to the context. This is reasonable and 
fair; for we find that men of learning, who have wTitten 
on the best mode of expounding the Scriptures, have 
given special directions on this department of Biblical 
exegesis. I may instance among these the “ Introduction 
to the Study of the Bible by” Mr. '^‘Thomas Hartwell 
Horne,” a book deserving a place in the library of every 
preacher and theological student; a book recommended, 
also, by the usage of our Church, to her ministers in the 
regular course of study, as given in the Discipline. This 
book speaks well on the observance of the context, as 
necessary to a correct interpretation of the sacred Scrip- 
tures. It says, “Another most important assistance for 
investigating the meaning of words and phrases, is the 
consideration of the context^ or the comparison of the 
preceding and subsequent parts of a discourse; as this 
aloncy in many instances, can enable us to determine 
that signifi,cation which is best adapted to any word or 
passage.”* 

The same usage is necessary in the investigation of the 
words of the written law. Thus Blackstone says, “ The 
fairest and most rational method to interpret the will of 
the legislator is by exploring his intentions at the time 

* Horne’s Introduction, abridged edition, p. 116 , 
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Tvlien the law was made, by signs the most natural and 
probable; and these signs are either the words, the con- 
text, the subject-matter, the effects and consequence, or 
the spirit and reason of the law/’'‘^ 

Now, I say, as to these facts as rules of interpreta- 
tion, that those who have written on Christian perfection, 
as a separate work from regeneration, have not observed 
the context, according to the fair and established usage 
of Scriptural exegesis. For illustration: Dr. Peck, in 
the ninth chapter of his work on Christian Perfection, 
heads this chapter, “ Diebot Sceiptuee Proofs,” that is, 
proofs of entire sanctification or Christian perfection ; he 
regarding these as synonymous expressions. After some 
introductory remarks in the beginning of this ninth chap- 
ter, he says, “We have ample Scripture testimony which 
we suppose directly in point. This I shall now proceed 
to adduce. 

“1. I first urge that Grod commands us to be perfect 
^ Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father in heaven 
is perfect.’ Matt, v, 48. Again: ^Finally, brethren, 
farewell. Be perfect.’ ‘Thou shalt love the Lord thy 
God with all thy heart, with all thy soul, with all thy 
mind, with all thy strength.’ Mark xii, 30. ‘Having 
therefore these promises, dearly beloved, let us cleanse 
ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and spirit, per- 
fecting holiness in the fear of God.’ 2 Cor. vii, 1. I 
need add no further instances of this class, because if the 
argument which I base on these is valid, the evidence 
they afford is perfectly conclusive; but if unsound, a mul- 
titude of passages of the same class would give it no ad- 
ditional strength.” 

Such is the quotation which I take from Dr. Peck’s 
book, p. 207. I do not intend to argue, in this place, 
the meaning of these passages, as I understand them, and 
prove the same from the context of each respectively, 

* Chitty's Blaekstone's Commentaries on laws of England, Vol. i, p. 40. 
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but I wish to observe that the Doctor did not call in 
the context to his aid once, but he has just given the 
passages as he finds them, and takes it for granted that 
they all mean the imvard work of grace in the heart, and 
supposes that his readers will take them in the same 
sense. I say, however, without argument in this place, 
as I will treat of these texts and ones similar to them in 
the second part of this work, that these proof-passages of 
the Doctor do not refer to the inward work of grace, but 
to the outward; that is, to the keeping of the law of Grod, 
as the fruit of the inward work. The author of the 

Plain Account of Christian Perfection, page 54, brings 
forth the same passages in proof of the same point, to 
show that God has given direct commands that we should 
be perfect; and from the author^s manner of treating the 
subject throughout, it is evident that he uses the word 
“perfect,’^ and such like, in his quotations in the sense 
of a deeper work of grace in the heart than that of regen- 
eration. And this being so, I say concerning him, as 
concerning Dr, Peck, that the contexts of the passages 
will not sustain him in his position; but they will show 
that perfection means the outward duties and obligations 
of the Christian religion, as the fruit of the inward work, 
which work is nothing more nor less than regeneration. 

Now, one so disposed, could easily institute an argu- 
ment, and prove his point from the Bible, to shoAV that 
there is no God. He might bring the ^‘Direct Scripture 
Proofs,” but who would pronounce such an argument valid? 
One glance at the context would show him that it repre- 
sents the fool as saying that there, is no God. And yet 
there is absolutely no more reason why we should pay 
any more attention to the context in this passage, which 
brings the “Direct Scripture Proof” that there is no God, 
than that we should observe it in those proofs of perfec- 
tion as held by Dr, Peck and others. 

Again, any one disposed to believe in the unconditional 
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election and reprobation taught by John Galvin and his 
folio werSj might tahe “Direct Scripture Proofs” from the 
ninth chapter of ihe Epistle to the Romans, in these 
words: (“For the children being not yet born, neither 
having done any ^ood or evil, that the purpose of God, 
according to election, might stand, not of works, but of 
him that calleth;) it was said unto her, The elder shall 
serve the younger. As it is written, Jacob have I loved, 
but Esau have I hated.” Now, such an argument would 
be sound, so far as “ Direct Scripture Proofs ” are con- 
cerned, and many have fallen into the Calvinistic theory 
because they have looked at such “proofs” apart from 
their contexts, which contexts are as essential to the true 
meaning of St. Paul in this passage, as the union of the 
head and body is to the animal life. Nor is there any 
Arminian writer who can extricate himself and his friends 
from the arguments of Calvinists, as based on such pas- 
sages as those in Romans, who will not take the context, 
which in this case embraces the whole Epistle from the 
beginning, and also what follow’^s, and therefrom show that 
the apostle is only illustrating God^s great plan of saving 
both Jews and Gentiles by faith, instead of by an uncon- 
ditional election saving some through a narrowly-contracted 
partiality, and by reprobation rejecting others as if by 
hatred. 

It is by a clear argument from the context that Rev. 
Richard Watson* has forever vindicated the Arminian 
faith, wherein, in our opinion, he has consigned uncondi- 
tional election and reprobation to eternal oblivion. In 
treating on Rom. viii, 30, “Whom he did predestinate, 
them he also called: and whom he called, them he also 
justified : and whom he justified, them he also glorified,” 
as to the eo 7 itext^ this eminent theologian says: “The 
chapter in which the text is found is the lofty and anima- 
ting conclusion of St. PauVs argument on justification by 

^ Institutes, chapter xxvi. 
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faith: it is a discourse of that present state of pardon and 
sanctity, and of that future hope and felicity, into which 
justification introduces believers, notwithstanding those 
sufferings and persecutions of the present life to which 
those to whom he wrote were exposed, and under which 
they had need of encouragement. It was obviously not 
in his design here to speak of the doctrines of election 
and non-election, however these doctrines may be under- 
stood. There is nothing in the course of his argument 
w hich leads to them, and those w^ho make use of the text 
in question for this purpose are obliged, therefore, to press 
it, by circuitous inferences, into their service. As the 
passage stands in intimate connection with an important 
and elucidatory context, it ought not to be considered as 
insulated and complete in itself : which has been the great 
source of erroneous interpretations.”^^ 

From this we see the use of a context^ as used in im- 
portant passages by so great a reasoner as Rev. Richard 
Watson, and also his opinion, that “ the great source of 
erroneous interpretations^^ has been by considering pas- 
sages of Scripture as ^Hnsidated and complete in iliem- 
selvesJ^ And this is, forsooth, the very thing that our 
writers on Christian perfection have done, in giving what 
they have called Direct Scripture Proofs. Mr. Wat- 
son himself has done it, as well as Dr, Peck, in giving 
2 Cor. vii, 1, and 1 Thess. v, 23, as his proof of entire 
sanctification in the Institutes. These texts will be ex- 
amined in their place in this respect. Our rational 
nature, therefore, is disposed to pronounce their works 
on perfection objectionable on the same ground that them- 
selves object to others, and in accordance with the received 
rules of Biblical exegesis. 

2. Entire sanctification^ so te7*med, is objectionable became 
it is contrary to the real Biblical meaning — the usus 
loquendi — of hagiazo^ to sanctify^ and its derimtive^ 

Institutes, Vol. ii, p. 356. 
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apa(T/id^, hagiasmoSy sanctification. Writers on Christian 
perfection and sanctification teach that to sanctify is to 
do an inward work in the heart. That is to say, they 
teach that to be sanctified is to have the heart reneived. 
In the “Plain Account of Christian Perfection,” p. 48, is 
found this language in the form of question and answer : 
“Question. What is it to be sanctified? Answer. To be 
RENEWED in the image of God, Mn righteousness and true 
holiness/ ” Again : Dr. Peck — “ Christian Perfection,” 
p. 30 — thus defines sanctification : “ Sanctification is the 
RENOVATION OF THE HEART.” ISToW, I am UOt a willful 
fault-finder, yet I am inclined to disagree with great 
men sometimes, and so in this instance. If to sanctify 
means io renew in the image of Qod^ and if sanctification 
means a renovation of the hearty then, of course, the former 
means the inward act, and is synonymous with to regen- 
erate^ to beget again^ to quicken^ etc., all of which, according 
to Mr. Watson’s definition of regeneration as found in his 
Theological Dictionary, mean ^^ilie recovery of the moral 
image of God upon the heart^^ since these several terms 
mean that act of the Holy Spirit by which this ^vork 
of regeneration is pi'oduced. Hence, to sanctify the heart, 
in the sense of a rene-wal in the image of God, as the 
Plain Account of Christian Perfection has it, is just to 
do nothing at all, as a separate and distinct work ; for this 
has, according to Mr. Watson, all been done in the act of 
regeneration, which he has told us is just the same work, 
namely : “ The recovery of the moral image op God upon 
THE HEART.” And the latter means the inward action, and 
is equivalent to regeneration, the new birth, a quickening, 
or any other word that will express all the conceivable, 
inward work of the Holy Spirit in the heart of a true 
child of God. But such is not the case, in our opinion ; 
for the words under consideration do not appear to have 
such a meaning as to convey the idea of an inward act, 
and of an internal state of grace. That is, they do not 
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signify tlio taking away of sin from* tli6 heart and this act 
having been wrought. 

As I am not unaware of the fact that some may regard 
this assertion as daring in a polemic^ yet wishing to be 
honest, and to follow truth regardless of consequences, I 
will now give some of the most accredited authorities in 
defining the verb to sanctify. This word, taking things in 
their proper order, is first found in the Old Testament 
Scriptures in many places, and since this portion of the 
Bible was originally written in the Hebrew language, I 
will first give the Hebrew verb precisely as it is in Grese- 
nius’s Hebrew-English Lexicon, and I will give every 
reference and word just as I find it. 
and Hum. xvii, 2, fat. 

To he pure^ dean, pr, of physical purity and 
cleanness: see Hithpa, Ho. 1, and adj. rnjj. Kinder, 
is pesh. of which the primary idea is ^to be bright.’ 
Hence, 

“2. To be holy, saored, sanetus; so in all the kin- 
dred dialects, espec. in Pi, or Pa. {a) Of a person who 
consecrates himself to God, and so regards himself as 
holier than the profane, vulgar. Is. Ixv, 5, I am 

holy unto thee, for or of those who are conse- 

crated by touching sacred things. Ex. xxix, 87; xxx, 
29; Lev. vi, 11, 20. (6) Of things destined for the sa- 
cred worship. Hum. xvii, 2, 3; Ex. xxix, 21; or which 
are consecrated by the contact of sacred things. 1 Sam. 
xxi, 6 ; Hag. ii, 12 ; or which are devoted to the sacred 
treasury. Deut, xxii, 9. 

“ Niph. 1. To he regarded and treated as holy, to he hal- 
lowed, sanctified, sc. God, c. 3. Lev. x, 3; xxii, 32. 
Also, to show onds self holy, glorious, in any one, either by 
bestowing favors, Bz. xx, 41 ; xxviii, 25 ; xxxvi, 23 ; 
xxxviii, 16 ; xxxix, 27 ; or by inflicting judgments, Ez. 
xxviii, 22: Hum. xx, 13; Comp. Is. v, 16. 2. To he con- 
secrated, e. g., the sacred tabernacle. Ex. xxix, 43. 
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PlEL. to make holy, to sanctify, to hallow, that is, 

1. To hold sacred, to regard and treat as holy, as God. 
Deut. xxxii, 51; a priest, Lev. xxi, 8; the Sabbath, to 
keep holy, Ex. xx, 8; Dent, v, 12; ]^eh. xiii, 22; Jer. 
xvii, 22 ; xxiv, 27 ; Ez. xx, 20. 2. To pronoxince holy, to 

sanctify, e. g., the Sabbath, Gen. ii, 3 ; a people, Lev. xx, 
8; xxi, 8. Also, to institute any holy thing, to appoint, 
e. g., a fast, Joel i, 14; ii, 15 — ^parallel with — a fes- 
tival, 2 Kings X, 20. 3. To consecrate, e. g., a priest, Ex. 

xxviii, 41 ; xxix, 1 ; 1 Sam. vii, 1 ; an altar, the temple, 
Ex. xxix, 36; Lev. viii, 15; Num. vii, 1 ; 1 Kings viii, 
64; the first-born, Ex. xiii, 2; the people of Israel, Ex. 
xix, 10, 14; Josh, vii, 13; a building when completed, 
Neh. iii, 1; a mountain, as separate and distinguished 
from all others, Ex. xix, 23. Hence, to consecrate or 
sanctify with solemn rites, e. g., by lustrations* for sacrifice, 
1 Sam. xvi, 5; Job. i, 5; troops for battle, Jer. li, 27. 
Comp. Hiph. Also, ngnbo io comecrate, or inau- 
gurate, a war, battle — that is, with sacred rites, Comp. 
Psa. cx, 3 ; 1 Sam. vii, 9, 10 — q. d., to prepare, to begin, 
Joel, iv, 9; Jer. vi, 4. Trop. Mic. iii, 5. Pual part, 
is^npo, consecrated, spoken of priests and sacred things, 
Ez. xlviii, 11; 2 Chr. xxvi, 18; xxxi, 6; Is. xiii, 3. 

'^yy consecrated ones, that is, soldiers whom I have 
consecrated to war; Comp. Jer, li, 27. Hiph. 1, i. q. 
Pi., No. 1, Is. viii, 13; xxix, 22; Num. xx, 12. 2, i. q. 
Pi., No. 2, to pronounce holy, to sanctify, Jer. i, 5. 8, i. q. 
Piel No. 8, to consecrate to God, Lev. xxvii, 14; sq. 
Judges xvii, 3 ; 2 Sam. viii, 11 ; 1 Chr. xxvi, 27. Also, 
of God, to sanctify, to hallow for himself, e. g., the first- 
born, Num. iii, 13; viii, 17; the temple, 1 Kings ix, 3, 7. 
Hithp. 1, to cleanse or purify one^s self, by sacred ablu- 
tions and observances; 2 Sam. xi, 4; 
for she had purified herself from her uneleanness; Is. 
Ixvi, 17, coupled with Often of the priests and 

Levites, as purifying themselves for the holy service, 

15 
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Ex. xix, 22; 1 Ghv. xt, 12, 14; 2 Ohr. v, 11; xxix, 15, 
al. Comp. Kal. No. 1. 2. To show one's self holy, that is, 

pure from guilt, to sanctify one's self Lev*, xi, 44; xx, 7 ; 
of God as the punisher of guilt, Ez. xxxviii, 23. 3. To 
he eelehrated, hept, e. g., a festival, Is. xxx, 29.’’ 

Here ends the definition of the verb to sanctify, as given 
in the Hebrew Lexicon — Dictionary. In every instance, 
even to a punctuation mark, it is verhatiin. For the as- 
sistance of the reader, who may be unacquainted with the 
Hebrew, I will here add a few words of explanation, es- 
sential to an understanding of the abbreviations which it 
employs. There are some of those also from the Latin. 
Thus: ''fat.,” for future; "pr.,” prop)erly; "no.,” num- 
her; "adj.,” adjective; "kind.,” kindred; "per.,” per- 
haps; "esp.,” especially; “sc.,” scilicet, to wit; "c.,” the 
initial letter of cu7n, iviih; "paraih,” "comp.,” 

compare; " q. d.,” the initials of two Latin words, quasi 
dicaf,asifitshoiddsay; "Trop.,” tropically; " part.,” 
ticiple; '‘i. q.,” initials for id quod, the same as. Besides 
these, the first division in the definition is called Kal, 
and extends to the abbreviated word "niph.” The words 
"Kal,” and the abbreviated words in capital letters, 
found in the definition, are the names of the parts of the 
Hebrew verb. They are called the species of the verb. 
They correspond, for the most part, to the voices in the 
English verb, as found in our own English grammars. 
Kal is the active voice; Niph’al is the passive voice; 
PlEL is the inteyisive active; PuAL is the intensive passive; 
Hiph’hil is the causative active; Hithpa’hbl is the reflexive. 

Notv, every-where in the Old Testament, in which this 
verb is found, it is in one or the other of these species or 
vroices. If it is found in the Hebrew Scripture in the 
Ka l form, the word is defined in the Kal species, or 
division of this definition. If it is found in the Niph’hal, 
in the Bible, its definition is found in that part which 
comes under Niph’hal, and so of the rest. 
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NoWj reader, obserye two things: 1. You here have the 
meaning of the verb to myictify^ as given by what may 
he regarded as the best authority in the woidd, and per- 
haps is; it is sufiSciently explained to you, and several 
proof-passages given under each division. 2. Observe 
that in the many passages referred to in the definition, 
not one of them means to take aivay sin^ or to blot out sin 
from the heart; that is, none of them means to quicken 
a soul “dead in trespasses and sins;” none of them means 
to qmrify morally. And, since this is so, it does not sig' 
nify to sayictify^ in the sense of a “renovation of the 
heart,” in all the Hebrew Bible! Nor can I find the 
word sanctification in the English Old Testament ! The 
Hebrew word !£^np, kodhesh, derived from the verb above 
given, is not once defined by the word sanctificaiioyi^ 
which it should mean as the proper abstract idea of the 
verb, if the latter means to sanctify^ in the sense of to 
renovate the heart. Of this noun, the most that Gesenius 
says, in favor of entire sanctification, is : “ Rarely only, 
and in doubtful examples, is it to be rendered as ab- 
stract holiness. Am. iv, 2; Psa. lx, 8; cviii, 8, in -which 
places is usually translated, by my {Ids) holi- 

ness; perhaps more correctly, in my {his) sanctuary, 
Septuagint in Psa. 11. cc., h hyli^ auz-ou ;” that is, in his 
sanctuary, in all the passages in the above quota- 

tion, as the references will show, the holiness is predicated 
of God, and not of the inw^ard purity of the heart of 
man. The passages in the Psalms will he found in oiir 
English Bible, in Psa. lx, 6; and in cviii, 7. 

We now pass from the Hebrew to the Greek, and still 
examine the meaning of the verb to sanctify • In the 
Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible, called the Sep- 
tuagint, dytdXit}, hagiazo^ is the word used by those learned 
Jewish translators, as designed to give the proper mean- 
ing and rendering of the Hebrew verb {hadhaslt^ 
to sanctify, just quoted. It is thus defined by Rev. John 



Groves in his Greek and English Dictionary:’' con- 
secTCitej sanctify j sepafcitej or set apart; to esteem or revere 
as Jioly^ or sanctified; to purify^ cleanse from pollution; to 
expiate^ atone^ appease^ to hallow^ sanctify^ malce holy,'"'’ 
There is no one of these meanings that would indicate 
moral cleansing oi\ purifying. Since he makes no refer- 
ence to any passage of Scripture in this definition, we 
have no reason at all to think that the word means to 
purify morally y simply because he says it signifies ^to 
cleanse fro 7 n pollution, to purify; for he may have meant 
ceremonial cleansing. 

It is defined thus by Liddell and Scott’s Passow’s Greek- 
English Lexicon : To kalloiv, purify, co^isecrate, of per- 
sons, Septuagint, Ex. xix, 22, in pass. ; New Testament, 
John X, 86, of things, Matt, xxiii, 17 : 2, to cleanse fro7n 
pollution, Septuagint, Lev. xvi, 19; New Testa- 

ment, Heb. ix, 13.” These leaamed and approved authors 
one would suppose to be sufficient. The meanings given 
by all, of eo7isecratiny or settmg apart to any holy pur- 
pose, of course do not come within the legitimate province 
of our argument. Neither does the definition, to regard or 
revere as holy, which corresponds to the Hebrew Piel, 
No. 1, above given, and is there defined, to hold sacred, 
to regard and h'eat as holy, spoken of God, of a priest, 
of the Sabbath. For the reference to passages, please 
see under Piel, No. 1, in the Hebrew definition already 
given. The word is defined by Liddell and Scott, with 
its reference to Lev. xvi, 19, and to Heb. ix, 13, I will 
now examine. Referring to these passages, they say it 
means to cleanse from pollution, purify. The passage reads, 
‘‘And he [the priest] shall sprinkle of the Hood upon it 
[the altar] with his finger seven times, and cleanse it, and 
hallow it from the uncleanness of the children of Israel.” 
The Hebrew word which is here translated ‘‘hallow,” is 
in the Piel species. Now, please to turn back and look 
under Piel No. 3, and you find “ to eonsecrate^^ given as 
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the definition, under which you will find it spoken of a 
priest, of an altar, a temple, the first-horn, etc. You will 
also see a reference to Lev. viii, 15, where it is said, 
“ Moses . . . sanctified it [the altar]/^ Hence, to 

cleanse from pollution^ to purify, as given by Liddell and 
Scott, mean no more than to consecrate an altar, since in 
the Septuagint the verb is dytdijst, TiagiaseL As to the 
passage in Hebrews, the words themselves show that the 
apostle had reference to Jewish purifying, since he speaks 
of the blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of an 
heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth {ayidUil to the 
purifying of the flesh.” It might here be shown further, 
that the verb to sanctify and the noun sanctification occur 
a number of times in the New Testament, neither of which, 
from an impartial exposition, gives us any clear evidence 
of an inward work of grace ; but since these passages will 
all be carefully considered hereafter, we pursue this point 
no further for the present. Anticipating, therefore, our 
conclusion to a future argument, since the Lexicons and 
the passages themselves do not favor what is called entire 
sanctification, the theory seems objectionable, being con- 
trary to the Scriptural meaning of the words. It is true 
the ^'^sanctification of the spirit"^ is mentioned in Scripture, 
and being sanctified by the Soly Ghost but what these 
passages really mean, on a fair investigation, is a question 
yet to be settled in the proper place. 

3. Entire sanctification, as it has been taught, may be 
regarded as objectionable, because it involves its friends 
in contradictions as to important consequences. The ques- 
tion has often been asked, “ T\Tiat wdll become of a man 
if he die in a merely-justified relation before he is wholly 
sanctified?” As to this, it is held that God has begun the 
work of grace in the heart, and he will carry it on till the 
day of full and final redemption ; that if such a man die 
suddenly he will be saved, because God will cut the work 
short in righteousness. This notion is elsewhere charged 



174 REVIEW OF WESLEYAN PBKFECTION. [Paet I. 

to Calvinism, whence it has been borrowed. Those who 
adopt the doctrine of complete sanctity, as a distinct work 
from regeneration, hold that when a man is justified and 
regenerated sin remains in him still, and that he must be 
wholly sanctified before he can enter into the final heaven 
of God’s people. And this being the case, they must 
surely regard regeneration as insufiBcient as a work of 
grace in the heart; but if they consider it a sufficient 
preparation for heaven, then the absolute necessity of en- 
tire sanctification, as subsequent, is not perceived. But 
we have never known an advocate of this theory who could 
fully and fairly clear up this consequence connected with 
tbs subject so as to honor regeneration as being a suffi- 
cient blessing, and at the same time maintain the absolute 
necessity of another distinct work in the soul. Here we 
will show how Dr. George Peck reconciles this question, 
and then the reader can see for himself. On pages 30 
and 31 of “ Christian Perfection . . • Abridged from 
the author’s larger work,” this language is found setting 
forth the all-sufficiency of regeneration: “It would he 
equally foreign from the views both of St. Paul and Mr. 
Wesley, to speak of those who are not sanctified wholly 
as in a state of damning sin; for they are justified and 
horn anew, and consequently adopted into God’s family. 
And though their sanctification may not he complete, they 
have the promise of eternal life, and of course have the 
pledge of complete sanctification, if they should be cut 
off by death in that state. It is most absurd to suppose 
that a justified soul can be lost, without having forfeited 
his justification by backsliding.” Now, here is as strong 
language as can possibly he written in favor of eternal 
salvation through the one blessing of which he speaks — 
“justified and horn aneio, and consequently adopted into 
God's family.” Yea, he even says that “ it is most ab- 
surd to suppose that a justified soul can he lost, without 
having forfeited his justifkaiion hy haohsliding Now, 
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please turn to the thirty-seventh page of the same book, 
where the author gives Eev. Eichard Watson's definition 
of sanctification, as found in his Theological Dictionary, 
and indorses the same. A part of this will suffice, which 
is as follows : Sanctification in this world must be com- 
plete; the whole nature must be sanctified, all sin must 
be utterly abolished, or the soul g^n never be admitted 
INTO THE GLORIOUS PRESENCE OF GoD.’^ Here he is speak- 
ing of entire sanctification, as subsequent to regeneration, 
and he claims that if it is not eomplele^^ in this world,^ 
and all sin utterly aholished^^ the soul ^^can never be 
admitted into the glorious presence of God Is this 
question made clear by the Doctor? Is it not virtually 
saying that if a man is merely justified and regenerated, 
he will be saved as such in case of death? and, again, is 
it not virtually saying that if a man is not wholly sanc- 
tified also, that he will not be saved in case he die ? Is it 
not a law of our rational nature, that two propositions 
exactly opposed to one another can not both be true? Is 
not the fact here inevitable, that the present adopted the- 
ory of entire sanctification, as a subsequent work to regen- 
eration, is not only objectionable, but untenahle? 

4. A very objectionable feature of the theory in con- 
sideration is not yet fully developed; for it involves its 
advocates in a monstrous absurdity, as to consequences, 
if these be inferred from Dr. Peck's data — virtually es- 
teeming a man a child of God and a child of Satan at the 
same time ! For speaking of those who are merely justi- 
fied and regenerated, and not yet wholly sanctified, the 
Doctor, in the above quotation, says they are justified 
and horn anew, and consequently adopted into God^s fam- 
ily. So if they are adopted into God’s family, they are 
the children of God ; for,* to adopt means to take the 
child of another and make it as one’s own, and in the 
economy of Divine grace, it is taking the child of the 
wicked one, and, through justification by faith, making 
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him a child of Grod. Then the Doctor, adopting Mr. 
Watson on sanctification, says all sin must he utterly ahol- 
ishedy or t%e soul can never he admitted into the glorious 
presence of God, But according to his theory, as found 
on page 36, sin is not ^'utterly abolished'’ in one merely 
justified, for he says, The soul is regenerated, but not 
■wholly sanctified — sin is subdued, but is not wholly taken 
a’^vay — the body of sin is nailed to the cross, but still 
occasionally struggles/" Therefore, a justified man can 
not he admitted into the glorious fresence of God^ But if 
not admitted,” he must be lost ; and if lost, he is not a 
child of God ; and if not a child of God, he must be a 
child of Satan. But we have already proved him to be a 
child of God by means of his justification, because therein 
he was adopted ; hence he is a child of God and a child 
of Satan at the same time ! 0 thou theory of entire 

sanctification, hadst thou come from God thou wouldst be 
consistent ! 

5. The theory in question is objectionable, because the 
Bible no where gives an example of it, as a subsequent 
and distinct blessing from regeneration. I am not un- 
aware of the fact that in this objection I again enter upon 
controverted ground — ^be it so; this can not be helped. 
Here, on the contrary, necessity is laid upon the writer 
to expose another error in the writings of Dr. Peck. It 
is common, however, as an error, with all who hold to the 
same plan of complete sanctity. What will disprove one 
will virtually disprove all of the same belief. 

Without giving his words verhatim^ it will suffice to say, 
that on page 228 of his book he gives the names of sev- 
eral persons mentioned in Scripture as mstances of per- 
sons said to be perfect^ hlameless^ upright,” etc., among 
whom he mentions Enoch, Elijah, Daniel, Noah, David, 
Josiah, Zachariah, and Elisabeth. As to these, it may he 
asked, Who can prove that any one of all these persons 
was ever wholly sanctified in the sense of a subsequent 
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blessing to regeneration? All of these need not be men- 
tioned in opposing arguments. Let a brief notice of the 
facts in the history of Enoch, and of Zachariah, and 
Elisabeth suflSce for all. As to Enoch, it is said, Enoch 
walked with God . . three hundred years.” Now, io 
walk tvitJi God^’ does not mean to receive a second and 
subsequent blessing to that of regeneration, as some hold 
entire sanctification to be, but it means the keeping of 
the moral law — the observance of all God’s holy com- 
mandments, great and small, as the fruit of regeneration. 
The proofs which may be adduced on this declaration are, 
truly, very many, from the plain statements of the Bible, 
and on this alone should we depend; for no man’s mere 
ipse dixit in this theological investigation should be taken, 
no odds what his reputation may be. Emphatically, there 
is but one source to which we can go for unerring light 
and wisdom on all religious subjects, and that is to the 
Holy Scriptures, Peck’s Kule of Faith,” to which we 
presume there can be no valid objection. The writer 
would not impose on the credulity of those who are more 
inclined to take for granted whatever may be found written 
in any book of pious title than to investigate for them- 
selves. The Bible is the sure rock on which the theologian 
may erect his superstructure and feel secure. 

What we understand by “walking with God,” is plain 
from Psa. cxix, 1, which says, “Blessed are the undefiled 
in the way, who walk in the law of the Lord.” The word 
“undefiled” in this quotation is perfect in the Hebrew, 
and this is its radical meaning; for the verb from which 
it is derived, in the Hebrew, signifies, complete^ to 
perfect^ to finish f besides other similar meanings w^hich I 
need not mention. Moreover, the word “undefiled” is 
translated from the original by the word “perfect,” in 
Gen. xvii, 1, where God said to Abraham, “Walk before 
me, and be thou perfect.” And in the margin of our 
reference Bibles the word “undefiled” is marked perfect 
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or sincere.^ ^ If we give this word a regular meaning, that 
is, one definition, from which there is likely no need at all 
to depart in any case, since the root means “ to perfect^^^ 
consistency requires us to let that one meaning be per- 
feetJ' But we see further, that this perfect man is said 
to be perfect the way/' The Hebrew word qn-j 
dhaj'eky here translated is thus defined by Gese- 

nius, ‘‘ A way, that is, course, mode, mmner, in which one 
ivalks, lives, which one follows ; . . . spoken of men, 

a way or conduct which Jehovah approves, and in which 
men ought to walk.” But all the moral precepts of the 
Bible are embraced in what “Jehovah approves,” and they 
constitute the w^ay “ in which men ought to walk.” The 
word “in” of the text means, in a fuller sense, as to, or 
in 7 'espeet to, the way. The Psalmist speaks of the man 
perfect as to the ivay. That is, the respect wherein he is 
perfect is clearly pointed out. That the Bible teaches 
perfection is very plain, but the true sense in which such 
perfection is to be understood, is another question entirely. 
The passage does not say, “Blessed are the perfect” in, 
or as to the heart, but the limitation is, as to the ivay, as to 
the Divine life, or mode of living. Nor is it to be denied 
that the phrase perfect heart^^ can be found about four- 
teen times in our version of the Old Testament, but not 
once in the New, according to Cruden’s Condensed Con- 
cordance, but this fact makes no objection, whatever, to 
the views advanced in this work which make perfection 
the outward part of the Christian religion. This will 
appear from sevei’al considerations. 

(1.) To the best of our knowledge, those who have writ- 
ten on entire sanctification have never taken one single 
passage of the fourteen as proofs of their theory, and 
should they attempt to do it hereafter, it would only be 
introducing new matter somewhat contrary to the rule of 
a public debate. The fourteen passages referred to are, 
1 Kings viii, 61, xi, 4, xv, 3, xv, 14; 2 Ohr. xv, 17; 2 
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Kings XX, 3; Isa. xxxviii, 3; 1 Chr. xii, 38^ xxviii, 9, 
xxix, 9, and 19 ; 2 Chr. xvi, 9, xxv, 2 ; Psa. ci, 2. 

(2.) In all these passages — except the last mentioned — 
the original word translated “perfect,*’ is uhf shalem; 
and it may he regarded as a somewhat spurious transla- 
tion, so far as the exact point of theology in question is 
concerned ; since (a) those who are much attached to tlie 
word perfect may give it the idea of inward purity in the 
sense of what they call entire sanctification, (b) The word 
does not mean perfect” in the sense of at all, 

nor does our lexicographer so use it in the place where 
be defines it as applied to the heart. Under his first 
definition he gives ^^whole, sound, perfect” and applies 
these meanings to “just weight, and measure,” Deut. 
xxv, 15; and ^^ivhole, safe, unharmed, Gen. xxxiii, 18; 
of an army, Neh. i, 12;” and whole stones, that is, not 
hewn, Deut. xxvii, 6.” Secondly, he defines it, com- 
pleted, finished, 2 Chr. viii, 16 ” — spoken of the temple. 
Third, he defines it, “ living in peace and friendship, peace- 
ful, friendlg—see root in Pual, Hiph’hil, Hoph’hal.” 
Just here he quotes several of the fourteen passages 
where the word is applied to the heart. Kovr, if we 
examine the verbal root of this adjective in the three 
species, as he has directed, we find that he defines it in 
Pual “ to be at peace with any one in Hiph’hil, “ to 
make peace with any one,” “fo make a friend of any 
one;” in Hoph’hal, ^Ho become the friend of any one.” 
Now, since the root of this adjecti\^e contains the idea 
of peace, as shown in these several instances, and since 
the adjective itself is correctly defined, as a branch from 
the root, by the word '^peaceful,” this, therefore, must 
be the proper translation of thirteen of the texts. We 
may then, as an example, take 1 Kings viii, 61, and 
translate, “Let your heart therefore be peaceful with 
the Lord our God, to walk in his statutes, and to keep 
his commandments.” This peaceful heart just agrees 
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with the doctrine of regeneration as taught by Christ and 
the apostles wherein the soul has peace, and as a fruit of 
that regenerated state constantly exhorted to keep the 
commandments just as in 1 Kings viii, 61. 

Now, a peaceful heart implies a regenerated heart, 
and all these passages come in to teach us no more than 
simply regeyieration, and in no way can entire sanctifica- 
tionists claim one of them on critical examination. As to 
the passage in Psa. ci, 2, the word “perfect” is Dn 
tham. This is the last of the fourteen passages referred 
to, and radically it means perfect, and perhaps more 
nearly approaches the idea of entirety than that of purify, 
since the root DDr?, tamam, means “ io complete,^ to per- 
fect, to finish/^ in the sense of doing a deed or work, 
as with the hands, and not in the sense of purifying the 
heart by the Holy Spirit, as Josh, v, 8, “When they 
had done circumcising all the people.” Hebrew, 

'un-bn, when perfected all the people to he circum- 
cised, See the marginal note in our reference Bibles on 
this last- quoted passage. So J osh. iv, 1, “ When all the peo- 
ple were clean passed over Jordan.” Hebrew, ^^When all 
the people, iammu, perfected io pass over the Jordan'’ 
Compare the Septuagint, i-el ffvv£riX£(js rMq 6 Xab<; dta^avxDv 
Tov "lopddvTjv, when PERFECTED all the people passing over 
the Jordan. And even if this criticism will not suit the 
taste of some, let them adhere to the word perfect, in the 
fourteen instances given, but, then, let them show that a 
regenerated heart, in point of purity, is not perfect. 
With this side issue laid aside, which the objection in 
hand seemed to demand, we return now to the phrase, 
as to the way. This is analogous to the Latin Ablative of 
limitation. If we wish to speak of a man perfect in or 
as to the way, in Latin, we may say perfectus via, or im- 
maculatus via. If we wish to express the same in G-reek, 
we may use the Aocusative of specification and say, riXew^ 
TTiv 6d6v. This much shows that the perfection spoken of 



arg. s.] justification and beoeneration. 


181 


does not consist in an inward work, but it is as to the way, 
or outward life. Tbe passage further says, ^^Who walk 
in the law of the Lord.” The relative pronoun “ who ” 
refers to ^^men” understood, with which the adjective 
“ perfect,” or as here rendered “ undefiled,” agrees, or as 
the English scholar would say, ^'qualifies men understood.” 
Therefore, they “ who walk in the law of the Lord,” and 
the perfect as to the way,” are the same, they are in 
grammatical apposition. The verbal translation from the 
Hebrew perhaps stands thus : 0 the blessedness of the per- 
fect AS TO THE WAY, THE WALKERS hi the laW of Jchovah. 
So it is said of Enoch that he “ walked with God,” but a 
walker with God and a man perfect as to the way being 
the same, it follows that Enoch was ^jperfect man as to the 
way, which perfection was just his keeping the moral law, 
as he had it revealed to him in his day, as the fruit of his 
justified relation. St. Paul has given us a plain account 
of this man : By faith Enoch was translated ; * . . for 
before his translation he had this testimony, that he 
pleased God. But without faith it is impossible to please 
him : for he that cometh to God must believe that he is, 
and that he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek 
him.” The apostle thus says of Enoch: 1, That he 
‘‘pleased God.” 2. That he had a testimony of this fact. 
3. That without. faith he could not have obtained the Di- 
vine fiivor. 4. That, virtually, at some time in the life of 
Enoch, before he obtained the Divine favor, he came to 
God, believing in his existence, and that if he would seek 
him diligently he would find him. These four facts are 
credible firom the account. But the faith which he exer- 
cised was the term — man^s part in the covenant, although 
at that time salvation in the covenant was only in the in- 
tention of God. The several facts that Enoch had access 
to God, implied in the phrase, walked with God,” the 
fact that he had the “ testimony,” the fact that a comer to 
God must believe in his existence — must believe him to be 



182 REVIE’tV OE TVESEBYAN PBEFECTION. [Part I. 

a “ Ee^rarder ” — must believe in seeking him “diligently ” — 
all show that Enoch was justified by faith, and that for 
three hundred years he was perfect as to the keeping of 
the law of God, as a fruit or sign outwardly of the inward 
grace regeneration. Hence it may be fairly denied, both 
now and forever, that Enoch ever received that blessing 
•which is called entire sanctification. As to Zacharias and 
Elisabeth, it is said : '' They were both righteous before 
God, walking in all the commandments and ordinances of 
the Lord blameless.’’ Luke i, 6. Does this passage say 
that they were perfect, or wholly sanctified as such ? The 
word “righteous” means just^ as shown in a former argu- 
ment ; it does not mean sanctified^ nor does it mean wholly 
sanctified. We might with all propriety translate the text : 
“They were both JUST before God;” that is, they were 
justified — in a justified relation to God, and like Enoch, 
as above shown, their walking in the commands of God 
blameless, was the fruit of their justified relation and re- 
generated state. No more need be added on this point, 
for these two instances, as examples of what is called 
entire sanctification, are no examples at all ; nor are the 
cases of Noah and David, and a score of others, any bet- 
ter proof, on a fair examination. Therefore, the system 
of perfection, as used in the sense of several writers, is 
objectionable because the Holy Scripture gives no emm- 
pies of it as such. 

6. The doctrine is further objectionable because it has 
no covenant with conditions and pe7ialties, God made a 
covenant with Abraham, as before mentioned. His own 
part of the condition of that covenant was, that he would 
give his Son as the Savior of the ■world, and Abi'aham’s 
part in the condition of the same covenant was faith, 
Abraham “believed in the Lord and he counted it to him 
for JUSTlFiCATroJS’,” and not for an additional blessing, 
and we are to be “blessed with faithful Abraham,” if we 
also believe. The blessing in this covenant, as an inward 
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iTork, does not imply any more than regeneration. This, 
then, is the covenant. The advocates of the system in 
hand say that a man is to be entirely sanctified by faith — 
merely the performing of man’s part in the covenant — ^but 
on God’s part in the same covenant they look for more 
than was preached to Abraham — more than God prom- 
ised — more than Christ died for — more than Christ 
preached — indeed, more than the mind of man can con- 
ceive of; it is inconceivable, and hence absurd. For one 
party to a covenant to comply with the condition therein, 
and then to expect the other party to it to do more than was 
stipulated for, is extremely unreasonable. Will God do a 
thing at one time that he will not do at another, under 
the same circumstances ? If a man go to God and believe 
to-day, and be justified and regenerated only, and then 
go to him to-morrow and believe again, can he expect 
more from God than justification and its blessing again as 
before? Or if he obtain on the second day what some 
call entire sanctification, over and above what he obtained 
the first day, why did God trifle with him on the former 
occasion ? If he believed at first unto justification, then 
he filled his part in the condition of the covenant. If he 
believed the second time, then he did no more, and where 
is the covenant in which God should do more ; or that 
would give us the idea of his doing more than he did at 
first ? 

In fact, then, the doctrine of additional purity, as it is 
held, implies a covenant on the part of God having such 
a doctrine in it as entire sanctity, as such, and as the 
Lord’s part of the agreement in that covenant. Bat then, 
since it is said to be by faith that we are to obtain such 
a blessing— granting the blessing to have an existence— 
and since faith is the condition on our part in another 
covenant, namely, the one with Abraham, it is obvious 
that there is a point wrong somewhere, since the advo- 
cates of this wonderful blessing take the condition of one 
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covenant, namely, the Abrahamic, and try to fix it up as 
the condition, virtually, of a supposed covenant which God 
never made, in which they look for entire sanctification 
instead of regeneration. And if on God’s part we are to 
look for any thing more than regeneration, then, truly, we 
ought to look for something more on man’s part than 
faith in order to obtain this great blessing, and so keep 
the account even. The way in which Dr. Peck, as is ap- 
prehended, would get over this troublesome part of the 
subject is by actually doing something of this sort, or, at 
least, approximating this, as is found in the following 
words concerning faith: “We are sanctified as well as 
justified by faith, and in both instances faith is the same 
in natoe. It has respect to the doctrines and facts, to 
the precepts and to the promises of the Gospel. In rela- 
tion to the doctrines and facts it is credence; in relation to 
the precepts, assent; and in relation to the promises, confi- 
dence. This great difference between the faith which justi- 
fies and that which sanctifies wholly, is, that the former 
contemplates simple pardon, or the canceling of guilt, 
while the latter respects the destruction of inward sin, 
and the entire restoration of the Divine image.”* 

In considering the views contained in this extract, ob- 
serve, first, that the author divides the object of saving 
faith into four parts, namely: doctrines^ facts^ precepts^ 
and promises. Confessedly, it is hard to see how the 
Doctor makes a theological distinction in the meaning of 
these four words, for theologically they must be consid- 
ered, since we both are reasoning on a theological ques- 
tion. Suppose we show that in this sense these four 
words mean one and the same thing, when applied to the 
Gospel in its most comprehensive sense, after all the 
trouble our Doctor has had to invent a foundation for Ms 
theory. Por illustration, or rather demonstration, we take 
the Gospel message as a specimen : “ Go ye into all the 

^ ChristiaHL Perfection Abridged, p. 254. 
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worlds and preach the Gospel to every creature, Se that 
helieveth and is baptized shall he saved: hut he that he- 
lieveth not shall he damned^ Now, this is doctrines!^ 
Here is the doctrine of the call to the ministry — of the 
promulgation of the Grospel — of salvation by faith — of 
damnation through unbelief — of Christian baptism. But 
it is also facts Here is a recorded fact that Christ 
gave this divine commission, from the Latin facio^ to do ^ 
lie actually did it; it is fact that a man is saved by 
faith, because it has been done. The doctrine of baptism 
is a fact^ because established^ that is, done in the Christian 
Church. These statements are true, for says Worcester, 
defining the word “ fact,’" “ A thing done ; reality; action; 
deed.’^ 

But the Gospel message is also precepts'^ The same 
English lexicographer thus defines a precept:” ‘‘A rule 
authoritatively given ; a mandate ; a principle ; a direction ; 
a maxim.” It comes from the Latin verb prmcipiOj which 
Leveritt in part thus defines : To give rules or precepts to 
any one, to admonishy adviscy warUy sayy tell; ... of 
teachers, to delivery teaehP 

So, according to this, the message is “ a rule authorita- 
tively given,” etc. — a precept” that ought to ring^in 
every man’s ear, lie that believeth not shall be damned.'^ 
Etymologically speaking, therefore, we may say that the 
whole message, embracing things “ said,” “ advised,” 

-warned,” “ told,” etc., is a body of precepts. Finally, 
the message is promises.’^ It promises salvation to the 
believer, ^‘He that believeth . . • shall be saved.” It 
promises damnation to the unbeliever, “ He that believeth 
not shall be damned.” What, then, will our Doctor do 
with this ? For he trisects faith and says, “ In relation 
to the doctrines and facts it is credence.^^ But we have 
found the Gospel message to be “doctrines 'and facts” 
both; hence we must give it credence. He further says, 
“In relation to the precepts, assent f but we have found 
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the message to be precepts hence we must give it as- 
sent And he says, ^‘In relation to the promises, co7iji- 
deneef^ but we have found the message to be promises^ 
hence we must give it confidence! Is not this, on the 
part of our Doctor’s theory, the merest logomachy con- 
ceivable? What has he made ? The whole affair resolves 
itself into this : since the message embraces all four of 
his terms, we must give it severally, credence^ assent^ and 
confidence^ all of which are included in the one conven- 
ient, comprehensive, Biblical word, faith. 

Again : in the above quotation, our Doctor has informed 
us that the “ geeat difference between the faith which 
justifies and that which sanctifies wholly, is, that the 
former contemplates simple pardon or the canceling of 
guilt, while the latter respects the destruction of inward 
sin, and the entire restoration of the Divine image.” 
There are, really, some curious things in this statement. 
A lack of intellectual capacity to comprehend them is 
confessed. If the justifying faith contemplates simple 
pardon or the canceling of gui% while the sanctifying 
faith respects the destruction of inward sin and the entire 
restoration of the Divine image, it follows, then, that every 
one who is simply pardoned does not even receive the 
blessing of regeneration at the same moment ; for we un- 
derstand ‘^simple pardon or the canceling of guilt” to 
imply no more than what Rev. Richard Watson means, 
when speaking of justification, the synonym of Dr. 
Peck’s ^‘simple pardon,” that it is an act of God done 
FOR man, and in his favor.* And writers on entire 
sanctification hold, that, after one is regenerated, it may 
be years before he may be wholly sanctified ; because, as 
yet, he is not supposed to exercise the sanctifying faith. 
But they hold, also, that the moment a soul is justified, it 
is that moment also regenerated ; but this implies far more 
than simple pardon or the cancelmg of guilt 

^Watson's Theological Dictionary, Article Justification. 
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One of two things, therefore, awaits the theory of Dr, 
Peck ; either it must take back the expression, The faith 
ivhich justifies . . . contemplates simple pardon or the 

canceling of guilty or it must give up what it says on the 
thirtieth page of his book in these words: “Justification 
implies pardon. But simultaneously with the sinner’s be- 
ing taken into favor, he is boen again, or eegeneeated. 
This is a eeal change wrought in the soul hy the Spieit 
OF God.” The Doctor’s faith . . . which sanctifies 

wholly can never procure to the soul any gkeatee change 
than his justifying faith, according to this declaration. Here 
he has said all that any one can say of a full and complete 
internal work of grace. Or there is one alternative re- 
maining, and even in it there is not much consolation for 
the theory; namely, to suppose that the justifying and 
sanctifying faith are both exercised the same moment of 
the justification and regeneration of every souL How 
can it be otherwise, when he says these acts are done 
“ simultaneously,” and when we have abundantly proved, 
in former arguments, that regeneration is every conceiv- 
able qualification to a soul that any one can claim, or ever 
has claimed, the so-called enthe sanctification to be ? And 
if they are exercised at the same moment, then they are 
one, for the human mind is incapable of acting with two 
intensities at the same moment ; and if exercised in the 
same moment, they are only one and not two faiths ; hence 
the theory is exploded. There is only “one Lord, ONE 
FAITH, ONE baptism,” But the Doctor seems to speak of 
two faiths; one he calls ^Hhat which justifiesj^ the other 
“ that tvhich sanctifies wholly f and these are so distinct in 
his mind, that there is a great difference letiveen'' them. 
All this implies two faiths and two spiritual baptisms ; 
for if there is such an odds between the faiths, the same 
great difference is to be supposed between the baptisms, 
which difference he and others actually make ; for the bap- 
tism which merely regenerates, of the Holy Ghost, is said 
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to leave sin still in the soul, and the baptism of the same 
Holy Ghost which saneiifie§ loholly^ is said to destroy all sin ! 
There is, therefore, only one covenant, and one term is all 
that can be found therein as man’s duty, and that is faith; 
it has but one term on God^s part, as a spiritual blessing, 
and that is regeneration. Therefore, entire sanctification 
may be regarded as objectionable till a man is found who 
can show a covenant in which God has promised, on his 
own part, to grant it to men on some condition of supe- 
rior faith of great difference” from that which is to be 
exercised by the seed of Abraham.” For, surely, those 
who have written on salvation by faith, would have added 
better to good had they written on salvation by faith in 
ME COVENANT, which grace is always called justification, 
and not entire sanctification. 

7. The doctrine, moreover, has no evidences distinct from 
regeneration, and is therefore objectionable. Dr. Peck has 
tried to give some evidences of entire sanctification. He 
says, “I shall now proceed to present what I consider sat- 
isfactory evidence of a state of entire sanctification. (1.) 
The witness of the Spirit — ^the testimony of God’s Spirit 
that the soul is entirely sanctified Not much is required 
to be said on this point, for our Doctor does not give us 
an evidence of sanctification, as he held it, where he men- 
tions the witness of the Spirit; hut he presents a proof 
of regeneration only. One or two passages will prove 
this. It is admitted, that if the doctrine of regeneration 
is any where taught in the Bible, that place is the fifth 
chapter of Romans, where the apostle concludes his argu- 
ment on justification by faith, saying, “ Therefore being 
justified by faith, we have peace with God through our 
Lord Jesus Christ.” Here is peace” produced in the 
soul, which all acknowledge to be done by the Holy Spirit, 
But the apostle goes on speaking eloquently of the re- 
sults arising from this justified relation, among which he 
^ Perfection Abridged, p. 295, 
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mentions ^‘hope,” and says, “It maketli not ashamed; 
because the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by 
THE Holy Ghost which is given unto us/^ Hence, the 
Holy Ghost is the evidence of the justified relation and 
regenerated state according to St. Paul. Our Doctor, 
however, makes it an evidence of a greater blessing than 
that of regeneration! Now, even if he admits that the 
soul has the witness of the Spirit when it is justified, and 
it is presumed that he does this, since he holds that si- 
multaneously with justification one is born of the Spirit, 
what force is there in his proof, since it is a mark of an- 
other blessing entirely different, as to time and degree, 
from what he says it is ? If one is regenerated to-day, 
and has the witness of the Spirit, and should be blessed 
to-morrow ever so intensely, and receive the very same 
witness that he received on the previous day, what right 
has he to suppose it to be a testimony of a different and 
distinct work from that of the day before? Does an 
overwhelming amount of evidence in proof of a given fact 
necessarily mtensify that fact, especially when iniemity is 
inconceivable? If A killed J5, and the fact is strongly 
presumed from certain circumstantial evidence, fully cor- 
roborated by the testimony of (7, does the fact of murder 
become any more than murder by the concordant testi- 
mony of i>, jS?, and Ff When we are regenerated, we 
are then born of the Spirit. The Spirit then bears wit- 
ness to a certain fact, namely, “ that we are the children 
of God.’^ Can our better judgment, granting the possi- 
bility of the so-called Christian perfection, admit of the 
Spirit witnessing any thing more than our sonship ? Now, 
to make the witness of the Spirit a proof of entire sanc- 
tification, instead of a proof of regeneration, is false, as 
truths admitted will show. For, (1.) The witness of the 
Spirit is a result based on adoption, and not on entire 
sanctification so-called, (2.) Adoption is a concomitant 
of justification and regeneration, and not of entire sanctity. 
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Both these facts the reader will gather from two kinds of 
proof which we will give, (a) Scripture: “Because ye 
are sons, Grod hath sent forth the spirit of his Son into 
YOUR HEARTS, Crying, Abba, Father.” Gal. iv, 6. (5) 

The testimony of entire perfectionists themselves. Mr. 
Watson says “the leading blessings concomitant with 
justification are reoeneration and adoption; with re- 
spect to which we may observe generally, that although 
we must distinguish them as being different from each 
other, and from justification, yet they are not to be 
separated. They occur at the same time, and they all 
enter into the experience of the same person ; so that no 
man is justified without being regenerated and adopted, 
and no man is regenerated and made a son of God who is 
not justified.”* Again, speaking of adoption, he says, 
“To this state belong freedom from a servile spirit; we 
are not servants but sons; the special love and care of 
God our Heavenly Father ; a filial confidence in him ; free* 
access to him at all times and in all circumstances ; and 
the Spirit of adoption, or the witness of the Spirit to 
OUR adoption, which is the foundation of all the comfort 
we can derive from those privileges, as it is the only 
means by which we can know that they are ours.”-}- 

Of those merely justified, Dr. Peck says, “They are 
justified and born anew, and consequently adopted into 
God’s family. Therefore, it is false and weak, in view 
of these extracts, to make the witness of the Spirit rest 
on entire sanctifieatmi^ when such writers themselves rest 
it on adoption^ as also the apostle, and ground this last 
on mere justification and regeneration. Dr. Peck gives 
a second evidence of complete sanctity, in these words : 

“ 2. The inward testimony must be accompanied by a 
consciousness of victory over sin, Tfie body of sin be- 
ing destroyed, none of its motioiis must remain.”§ It has 

^ Theological Institutes, chap. xxiv. f Ib. 

t Christian Perfection Abridged, p. 31. § Perfection, p. 2^*1. 
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been proved, vre think, suflSciently, in former arguments, 
that when the soul is justified and regenerated, it is free 
from sin. This is the teaching of Rom. vi, 7. On this 
passage Dr. Adam Clarke makes two statements, and he 
an advocate of complete sanctification so held, which will 
forever seal this point against the opinion of Dr. Peck. 
He says, first, that the apostle is speaking of justification ; 
secondly, that it includes all that is implied in entire 
sanctification. His note is as follows: “Jcteccwra;, liter- 
ally, is justified from sin ; or is freed or delivered from it. 
Does not this simply mean, that the man who has received 
Christ Jesus by faith, and has been, through believing, 
made a partaker of the Holy Spirit, has had his old maiiy 
all his evil propensities destroyed; so that he is not only 
justified freely from all sin, but wholly sanctified to 
G-od ? The context shows that this is the meaning.” 

Here, then, is a confession that the blessing received 
simultaneously with justification, is as great as entire 
sanctification can be, for he says they are one. And if so, 
if there is conscious victory over sin,” w’ith one who 
has been wholly sanctified, then the justified man has the 
very same thing. Therefore, this is also an evidence of 
justification, and the second blessing, as such, has, as to 
this, no proof apart from justification, and, therefore, is 
objectionable. Dr. Peck’s third proof of entire sanctifica- 
tion is as follows : 

“ 3. Another evidence of this high and holy state is a 
deep and constant current of love flowing out toward God 
and all mankind.”^ Here the Doctor is again giving us 
the evidence of regeneration for that of entire sanctifica.- 
tion. I find in Scripture this language : The end of the 
commandment is charity [a]rd7Z7^y love] out of a pure heart, 
and of a good conscience, and of faith unfeigned,”t The 
meaning of this passage seems to be, that the sum of all 
that God has commanded man to do, is to love God 
^ Christian Perfection, p. 298. 1 1 
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supremely, and his neighbor as himself. But this love is 
to be out of a pure heart; but when the heart is regen- 
erated it is pure, being, as Mr. Watson says, the 
moral image of GodJ^^ Therefore, love is the evidence 
of the regenerated state only, as opposed to its being a 
proof of our author’s high and holy state.” 

Again, the whole of the second chapter of St. Janies 
is designed to show this very thing in dispute ; namely, 
that love is the fruit of the justified relation, and conse- 
quently the evidence of regeneration, which is the con- 
comitant thereof. Now, to say that love is an evidence 
of a second blessing in the soul, when in reality it is a 
proof of the new birth merely, is nothing else than beg- 
ging the question, as in the former instances. But this 
is just the way with the writers on this singular doctrine. 
All they have to say about it, from beginning to end, is 
borrowed; for there is not one word of Divine authority for 
it between the lids of the Bible ; and to make this avowal 
good, we promise the reader to successfully take away, 
by fair arguments, in the proper place, every text of any 
apparent worth, as a proof-text, in favor of it, as claimed 
by its friends, wherever found in Scripture. The Doctor 
advances a fourth evidence of his views, more remarkable 
than any of those already given. He says : 

“4. Perfect submission to the will of God is a state 
of mind which will always accompany entire sanctifica- 
tion. The perfect Christian will have no will of his 
own. The will of God will be both his rule and his de- 
light. When he know^s this, though it may require him 
to make sacrifices, or to endure hardships, unexpected and 
unparalleled, he says, ^Thy will be done.’ All his mo- 
tives and actions must be in accordance with the revealed 
will of God, so far as he is capable of understanding 
what that is. The father of the faithful was required to 
offer up his beloved son, Isaac, as a sacrifice upon one 

Theological Dictionary, Article Regeneration. 
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of the mountains of Moriah. And though a more costly 
sacrifice could not have been demanded of him, he in- 
stantly said, Isaac must be given up ! This was a great 
efibrt of faith, and perhaps an unparalleled instance of 
submission.’’^ Two ideas in this quotation may be ob- 
served: 1. The author gives perfect suhmmio7i to God as 
an evidence of entire sanctification. 2. He presents the 
fact of Ahrahain offering up his S07i, Isaac, as a proof and 
illustration of the same doctrine. 

There is perhaps some oversight manifested in this 
view of the facts in the case, on the part of the Doctor, 
w’hich will show the helplessness of his theory, if this be 
the evidence on which it must rest. On an examination 
of the history before us, we have apostolic authority for 
saying that Abraham offered up Isaac as a test or fruit 
of justification, and not of entire sanctification. In the 
second chapter of the Epistle of St. James, the apostle 
argues that a live Christian should keep the moral law, 
the sum of which is love. Bom. xiii, 8. He says: ‘‘Ye 
do well if ye fulfill the royal law according to the Scrip- 
ture.” He shows that, in fulfilling this law, we should 
help a brother or sister “ naked and destitute of daily 
food.” He further shows that one professing Christianity 
may say to those who are “naked and destitute of daily 
food,” “Depart in peace, be ye warmed and filled; not- 
withstanding ye give them not those things which are 
needful to the body; what doth it profit? Even so faith, 
if it hath not works, is dead, being alone. Yea, a man 
may say, Thou hast faith, and I have works: shew me 
thy faith without thy works, and I will shew thee my 
faith by my works. Thou believest that there is one God : 
thou doest well : the devils also believe and tremble. But 
wilt thou know, 0 vain man, that faith without works is 
dead?” Then the apostle proceeds to illustrate and to 
prove his teaching by a reference to the account of Abra- 

* Christian Perfection, p. 301, 

11 
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ham, saying, “Was not Abraham our father justified by 
works [twenty-five years, about, after he had been justi- 
fied by faith, in the sense of pardon, as St, Paul says, 
^Not in circumcision, but in uncircumcision when he 
olFered his son Isaac upon the altar? Seest thou how 
faith wrought with his works, and by works was faith 
made perfect? And the Scripture was fulfilled, which 
saith, Abraham believed God and it w^as imputed unto 
him for righteousness, justification and he 

was called the friend of God. Ye see, then, how that by 
works a man is justified, and not by faith only/’ 

Now, St. JSmes, in this passage, teaches that when 
Abraham offered up Isaac he fulfilled a certain passage 
of Scripture. The question now is, was that passage, 
thus fulfilled, one pertaining to justification or to what is 
called entire sanctification? If to the latter, then Dr. 
Peck is correct in making the sacrifice of Isaac an evi- 
dence of entire sanctification. But since the apostle 
designates the very passage, which w^as fulfilled, by quot- 
ing it, saying that it was that which says, “Abraham 
believed God and it was counted unto him for justifica- 
tion,” it is manifest that Dr, Peck is incorrect, and that 
the instance in hand is a test of justification, and not of a 
greater and second blessing. It teaches us likewise that 
St. James recognized Abraham as a justified^ and not as 
a wholly sanctified^ man twenty-five years after he was 
first pardoned : and if the “ father of the faithful ” lived 
for twenty-five years as justified only^ forsooth some of 
his children, in the latter days of improvement and refine- 
mentin theology, somewhat outstrip their venerable fatther, 
when, perhaps simultaneously with the new birth, they 
profess this great blessing, or at least obtain it in a much 
less time than a quarter of a century ! This view of the 
subject, however, is in good keeping with the present age, 
when children so far surpass their parents in point of 
knowledge. Besides this, Dr. Peck’s view, respecting 
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Isaac, is contrary to the established Tvriters of our Church, 
although himself is acknowledged authority. The tenth 
Article of Religion/’ as found in our Discipline, is “ of 
GOOD WORKS.” This is its caption. Its words are as fol- 
lows : “ Although good works, w^hich are the fruits of faith 
and follow after justification, can not put away our 
sins, and endure the severity of God’s judgments; yet 
are they pleasing and acceptable to God in Christ, and 
spring from a true and lively faith, insomuch that by them 
a lively faith may be as evidently known as a tree is dis- 
cerned by its fruit.” Now, the offering up of Isaac is 
introduced by St. James for the purpose of showing that 
good works must grow out of faith, as the fruit of that 
faith, as the evidence of it. But the “ Article of Religion ” 
just quoted, gives good works as they follow after justi- 
fication,” and not as following after Christian perfection, 
so-called. Therefore, this act of Abraham, by this Ar- 
ticle of Religion,” is regarded as the fruit and proof of 
justification. 

I will now quote Mr. John Wesley’s Note on the sen- 
tence, “ Was not Abraham jmtijied by works,''' in which 
he is as clear as a sunbeam, and his correctness is be- 
yond dispute; he says: ‘‘St. Paul says he w^as justified 
by faith. Rom. iv, 2, etc. Yet St. James does not con- 
tradict him, for he does not speak of the same justifica- 
tion. St. Paul speaks of that which Abraham received 
many years before Isaac was born — Gen. xv, 6 ; St. James 
of that which he did not receive till he had offered up 
Isaac on the altar^ He was justified, therefore, in St. 
Paul’s sense, that is, accounted righteous, by faith ante- 
cedent to his works. He was justified in St. James’s 
sense, that is, made righteous, by works subsequent to 
his faith. So that St. James’s justification by works is 
the FRUIT of St. Paul’s justification by faith.” Here 
Mr. Wesley says that the offering up of Isaac is the fruit 
of justification, and not that of entire sanctification. 
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Therefore, Dr. Peck is at yariance with Mr. Weslej. But 
he is equally at variance with Rev. Richard Watson, w’ho 
treats the case of Isaac at considerable length. We will 
quote him briefly: ^^The only sense, then, in which St. 
James can take the term justification, when he says that 
Abraham was ^justified by works, when he had offered 
Isaac his son upon the altar,’ is, that his works mani- 
fested or proved that he was justified by faith, or, in 
other words, that his faith, by which he was justified, was 
not dead and inoperative, but living and active. This is 
abundantly confirmed by what follows. So far is St. 
James from denying that Abraham was justified by the 
imputation of his faith for righteousness, long before he 
offered up his son Isaac, that he expressly allows it by 
quoting the passage — Gren. xv, 6 — ^in which this is said 
to have taken place at least twenty-five years before, and 
Tie makes me of his subsequent works in the argument^ ex- 
pressly to illustrate the vital and obedient nature of the 
faith by lohieh he was at first justified.”* 

Now, since Dr. Peck refers to the offering up of Isaac 
as an instance of thab ^‘submission” to God which char- 
acterizes entire sanctification, his argument must be pro- 
nounced contrary, also, to Mr. Watson, the standard 
author. It may be regarded, further, as contrary to Scrip- 
ture in at least two other respects. (1.) It remains to be 
proved that even Abraham was wholly sanctified, as a 
second workj and the facts that St. James speaks of his 
act respecting Isaac as the work of a justified man, and 
not as one wholly sanctified, and that, too, as Mr. Watson 
says, “at least twenty-five years” after he received par- 
don, and since this is given to us as an example that we 
should bring forth similar fruits of our justification, the 
presumption is tantamount to demonstration that there are 
no such works taught in the Bible as those which are the 
fruit of entire sanctification. As we would reason by fair 

^Institutes, Vol. ii, ohap. xxiii. 
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induction on natural things, so we may do here. St. 
James, Mr, Wesley, and Mr. Watson are clear in making 
Abraham’s act the fruit of justification hy faith. But the 
act was ohedience to God. Therefore, all acts of obedi- 
ence to God, we may say by induction, on the part of the 
justified, are the fruits of their justification. (2.) Any 
convenient passage elsewhere will show this, and so make 
him contrary to St. Paul as well as St. James; ‘‘Being 
then made free jfrom sin, [by justification according to 
the passage and also according to Dr. Adam Clarke,] ye 
became servants to righteousness \_juBtificaiion']J^ Bom. 
vi, 18. 

5. A fifth evidence Dr. Peck gives of his theory in 
these words : “ Those who are made perfect in love will 
feel entire and unwavering confidence in God. Storms 
may gather over the heads of the fully sanctified, dan- 
gers may threaten them, tempests of adversity may act- 
ually break upon them — they may see no way of escape; 
but though not able to walk by sight they can walk by 
faith^ and so they are not moved. St. John says, ‘ There is 
no fear in love ; but perfect love casteth out fear ; because 
fear hath torment. He that feareth is not made perfect 
in love.’ 1 John iv, 18.”* While the Doctor has here 
said several good things in speaking of entire sanctifica- 
tion, it may be easily proved that all this may be aJErmed 
most positively as a proof of the justified relation, and, 
consequently, they are of no use to his argument. The 
quotation which he has given from St. John may be re- 
garded as strong proof of that for which it was written ; 
but we find just as strong language used by St. Paul, in 
Eom- V, 1-5, where he is acknowledged by all, even by 
the Doctor and his compeers in theory, to be speaking of 
justification. 

After saying, “Being justified by faith we have peace 
with God through our Lord Jesus Christ,” he goes on 

# Christian Perfection, pp. 301, 302. 
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giving the glorious results of this saved relation, and says 
far stronger things about it than Dr. Peck has said about 
the “unwavering confidence’^ of the wholly sanctified. 
For he says we have “ access ” to Grod, that we “ stand 
in grace,” that we “ rejoice in hope.” And to show the 
vast difierence between an uninspired man on entire sanc- 
tification, and an inspired apostle on justification, let us 
behold the contrast. Speaking of the adversity through 
which the wholly sanctified are called to pass, the best 
that the Doctor says is, “ They may see no way of escape; 
but though not able to walk by sights they can walk by 
faith^ and so they are not moved.” 

But the apostle in animated and lofty climax exclaims, 
“ And not only so, but we glory in tribulations also ; 
knowing that tribulation worketh patience ; and patience, 
experience; and experience, hope; and hope maketh not 
ashamed; because the love of God is shed abroad in our 
hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given unto us.” The 
Doctor further quotes St. John where he says, “There is 
no fear in love.” But we have just read in Paul about 
LOVE being shed abroad in the heart by the Holy Ghost, 
as a result of justification, and John says, “ There is no 
fear in love.” Therefore, there is no fear in the regen- 
erated state. Since, therefore, this is so, what force is 
there in an argument which brings in freedom from fear 
as the proof of a wholly-sanctified state ? 

The candid reader is left to decide whether the justified 
relation is not as free from the slavish fear of sin as it is 
conceivable to be, when we compare the two apostles 
together. For John, in the abstract, gives a result of a 
certain state of grace ; Paul gives the same result, in 
substance, and expressly sets it forth as growing out of 
the merely regenerated state as consequent on justification. 

Moreover, the Doctor has misapplied St. Paul’s words ; 
for he says the wholly sanctified “ ean walk hy faith^^ 
but Paul says, “ We walk by faith,” 2 Cor. v, 7, that is, 
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the jmtijied and not the whoUy sanctified live and walk by 
faith. 

8. Another objection to the doctrine in hand is, that 
its advocates, from the nature of the case, must neces- 
sarily underrate, or carelessly neglect the proper meaning 
and force of the terms used in Scripture to express the 
relation which a justified soul sustains to God. 

(a) We will first consider the term regeneration. This 
is the work that is wrought in every soul that is justified. 
The Greek word answering to this — a form of which is 
found in Titus iii, 5 — ^is palmgenesia. This 

word is compounded of {paling again^ and 

i^genesis^ production^ generation^ or hirth. It thus means 
a production again^ a generation again^ or a hirth again* 
The English word “regeneration” is wholly of Latin 
origin, being compounded similarly to the Greek, as above 
given, from the Latin re, an inseparable particle which 
means again^ and the verb genero, to hegety to produce^ to 
generate^ etc. From this view, the word is the same as 
in the Greek, in sense, since it means to produce again^ to 
heget again, or to generate again. The work of the Holy 
Spirit, therefore, which takes place in the heart, the same 
moment one is justified, is called a generation, or a re- 
production. Now, the question naturally arises, If this 
work is called 'R'K-generation, or generation a second time, 
when was the generation or moral production the first time ? 
In what did the first generation or production consist? 
A second creation not only implies a first, to which it is 
made second, but in this case it also supposes a sammess 
in nature to that first. We can not thiiik that the former 
consisted in the birth of the earthly parent — the natural 
birth, for two reasons. (1.) The merely natural birth is 
one of TOTAL depravity; we are born IN sin. But the 
second birth, or birth of the Spirit, is one whereby we 
are made into the moral image of God. The sameness 
in nature, in respect to these is wholly wanting, and, 
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therefore, the so-cajled regeneration or second birth can 
not be second to the birth of the flesh as the first. 
(2.) Regeneration is every-where in Scripture coni7*asted 
with the completely-depraved state of the soul occasioned 
by the Fall, and perhaps never with the natural birth. It 
is never made second to the natural birth. The strongest 
points of contrast between the two are found in the words 
and spirit^ which are used for the natural and spirit- 
ual man respectively ; as Rom. viii, 5, They that are 
after the flesh, do mind the things of the flesh: but 
they that are after the Spirit, the things of the Spirit."’ 
And the next verse explains this, using the same contrast, 
but in other words and all connected by the causative 
conjunction. Verbally it reads thus: For the thought of 
the FLESH is death; but the thought of the Spirit is life 
and peace. 

The doctrine is plainly taught that ^^the Scripture hath 
concluded all under sin, that the promise by faith of 
Jesus Christ might be given to them that believe,"’ Gal. 
iii, 22. Any one can see that in the first clause of this 
text, which is here given as an example in general, the 
doctrine of total depravity is clearly taught, and that, as 
opposed to this, the doctrine of regeneration is taught in 
the words of the second clause. The answer, therefore, 
to the question, as to what the first birth or generation 
consisted in, is found in the history of the creation of 
man: “In the image of God created he him."" Gen. i, 27. 

This “image,"’ in one respect, at least, consisted in a 
moral nature similar to that of God himself, and it is so 
acknowledged and interpreted by theological writers gen- 
erally. God at that time generated man as a moral being 
in his own “image,” and so produced him, or caused him 
to be. Now, morally, man originally was as pure and as 
spotless as God his Maker, because he was generated or 
produced in the very “ image ” and “ likeness ” of God. 
The first creation, then, of the moral man, that is to say, 
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the first generation, the first begetting of him, or the 
first production of him, take ■whichsoever of the expres- 
sions we please, did not, and could not have fallen short 
of the perfect. Divine image. No sound theologian ever 
thought of denying this. No one would so dare to blas- 
pheme the Creator as to say that there was the least 
lack, morally, found in the heart of man originally, 
whereby he w’ould have failed in being a perfect likeness 
of his Creator. But man fell and became utterly de- 
praved, through an entire loss of that Divine “ image ’’ 
in which he was at first made. In this condition the 
whole human family was left “without God and without 
hope in the world “ in Adam all died.’’ Yet from this 
state of total ruin, God, through his great love wherewith 
he loved us, redeemed us, sending his only-begotten Son 
to redeem the world, in order that the Divine image might 
be restored to such as would receive the proffered mercy 
on the condition which God proposed, merely faith in his 
Son. This was the final end of the atonement, “ That 
whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life.” AU the benefits of redemption, so far 
as it respects a blessing to the human soul, are to be had 
and enjoyed through faith only, while the unbeliever, as 
long as he remains such, abides in sin under the curse of 
the Fall. But this “ everlasting life,” to which we have 
just referred, as taking place in the heart of the believer, 
and as the final end, to a great degree, of the atonement, 
was designed to fully counteract the loss and ruin of the 
Fall, and to triumph over it by restoring the Divine like- 
ness to the soul which was lost in the^Fall. 

If the Atonement has fallen short of this complete 
restoration of the Divine image, when applied to the 
heart by faith, it would have been inadequate to the de- 
sign of its great Author. This restoration of God’s own 
image in the soul is called r€-generation. But vrhy is it 
so called ? Why would it not do just as well to call it 
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generation^ omitting the prefix re entirely ? The reason 
is obvious, that such would not do to convey the sense 
of Divine inspiration. For, as man had been generated 
by the power of God in the beginning, with his Maker’s 
moral image impressed upon his soul, the object of the 
atonement, when applied by faith, is to generate him 
again ; that is, over again^ a second time, by restoring the 
lost image of God in his soul. This is regeneration. 
This is why the prefix re is put to the word. Since, 
therefore, the friends of entire sanctification themselves 
confess, that in the beginning when God created man, he 
created, generated, or caused him to be in his own moral 
image, and that this image was a perfect likeness of God, 
absolutely sinless, what right have such to hold, that in 
the re-generation, in the re-production of the spiritual 
man, by means of a gracious atonement, which is in it- 
self a full indemnity against the curse of the Fall, the 
soul is not BULLY restored, but is yet in part under the 
influence of sin, sin being only stunned in it, and not 
wholly destroyed ? Dr. Peck says, “ The body of sin is 
nailed to the cross, but still occasionally struggles,^^^ 
Bishop Hedding, in a sermon, says, “The degree of 
original sin which remains in SOME bslieveks, though not 
a transgression of a known law, is nevertheless sin, and 
must be removed before one can go to heaven; and the 
removal of this evil is what we mean by full sanctifica- 
tion. . . . That a soul jstewly born ob God needs a fur- 
ther SANCTIFICATION IS evident from the whole current 
of the writings of the apostles.’^ Mr. Wesley says, 
“ Yet sin remains m him, yea, the seed - of all sin, till he 
is sanctified throughout.”t Mr. Watson says, “In this 
regenerate . . . state, the former corruptions of the heart 
may remain, and strive for the mastery.”J Bishop Ham- 
line says, “ Regeneration , . . is a kixed moral state.^’§ 

^Perfection, p. 36. f Plain Account, p. 48. 

i Institutes, YoL ii, chap. xxiv. § Tract ; “ What is it to be Holy ?” 
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If a perfect image of Grod is denied in what is called re- 
generation, why not deny the perfect image in the original 
generation? I am somewhat persistent on this question, 
because it is presumable that men wholly eanctijiecl^ as 
such, ought to be consistent. But where is the consist- 
ency in holding that the perfect image of God was the 
likeness in which man was at first generated^ and of dis- 
owning it as being restored to him when he has the ben- 
efit of the all-sufi5cient atonement applied to his soul, 
which was designed to remove the whole of sin and all its 
power over the soul, ■which benefit is called, and which is 
'RE-generation ? This view of the subject does not rest on 
the force of the prefix re^ exclusively, but it really rests 
on the theological fact that man, by nature, is totally de- 
praved, and that he has a full deliverance in the atone- 
ment, when personally applied^ which application can only 
be made, by that faith which procures justification, and the 
simultaneous act of regenerating the soul by the “ Holy 
Ghost shed abroad in the heart.’^ 

Those who hold to a second blessing absolutely necessary 
and subsequent to regeneration, must, therefore, in order to 
save themselves from the force of this objection, fly to, one 
or the other of the following subterfuges : either, 1. Deny 
man’s original creation in the Divine image, or, 2. Deny 
the restoration of that image completely in the soul of one 
who is regenerated. The first position would be contrary 
to the Mosaic account of the creation, and, indeed, to all 
orthodox views on the subject. The second alternative 
would be contrary to all the received definitions of our 
writers who have attempted to define the word regemra-^ 
tion; for they substantially say, that it is a work of the 
Holy Spirit whereby the Divine “ image ” is restored to 
the soul. Mr. Watson says, “The change in regenera- 
tion consists in the recovery of the moral image of God 
upon the heart.”* And if any one can reconcile this 
* Theological Diefcionary, Aitiele Kegenekation. 
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definition with, the statements above given, as to sin ir 
the regenerate soul, he is able to do what we confess tc 
be beyond our comprehension. Or, 3. They must shov 
that the position herein taken is wrong, in which regener- 
ation is made second to the original moral nature of 
man. It can not be said that Adamic perfection is 
here taught, in such a sense as to make an objection 
against us. For, what perfections Adam had, before he 
fell, this does not presume to say, any further than the 
revealed fact, that his soul was created in the imcLg& ’ 
of God. This I mean, in point of purity, my argument 
does not require the word “ image to have any further 
extension. And, when a soul is regenerated, as Mr. Wat- 
son says, “ The recovery of the morcd image of Grod upon 
the heart"' is then made; and if the recovered image of 
God has sin in it, as entire sanctificationists actually al- 
low us to infer from their statements, then the moral im- 
age at first had sin in it, antecedent to the act of trans- 
gression. This is virtually attributing sin to the Divine 
image! These difficulties may all be avoided, if it be 
granted that regeneration, as long as it reigns in the soul, 
is a work of the Holy Spirit, which absolutely destroys 
all inward sin, root and branch, leaving nothing whatever 
for the supposed work of entire sanctification to do. How 
it is that some argue the necessity and possibility of any 
more than this being done in the soul, by an additional 
blessing, is really a mystery to the mind. It seems as 
incredible, as inconceivable, and as unphilosophical as to 
suppose two bodies to occupy the same space at once. 
Hence the theory, as such, is objectionable, because, to 
all appearance, very conflicting, and because the word re- 
generation has been overlooked in its etymological and 
theological sense. 

(b) Similar to the word “ regeneration ” is the phrase 
born of the Spirit.’^ John iii, The word here trans- 
lated born,” in the original, is the perfect passive par- 



Aug. X.] JUSTIPICATIOK AND REGENERATIOX. 


205 


ticiple of the verb {geyinao^ to heget^ to generate^ 

etc., and in the passive form, as in the place cited, it 
means begotten^ generated^ horn^ or produced. All this is 
said to be “ of the Spirit,” and elsewhere of God.” 
Now, the language thus employed is used in a sense 
somewhat figurative, and not a little natural, character- 
izing the earthly procreator, and indicating that relation 
which we call father. And since that which is horn^ begot- 
ten, or generated by the earthly parent, whether in the hu- 
man or brute creation, is “ after its kind,” partaking of 
the very nature of the parent ; if a brute, in the brutish 
“image” of the parent; if a human being, morally the 
cliild is in the depraved and sinful image of the father; 
so is it when one is born of the Spirit of God. As in the 
natural birth he partakes of the nature of the father, so 
in the spiritual regeneration or begetting he participates 
the exact image of God who hath begotten him. There- 
fore, if the Almighty ever performs an act upon the soul 
while in the body, as a prerequisite to eternal glory, in 
w^hich he kills sin absolutely, that act is regeneration. It 
is when he, by his Holy Spirit, begets a son in his own 
“ likeness,” in his own “ image.^’ This is what our Lord 
meant when he said, “ That which is born of the flesh is 
flesh ; and that which is bom of the Spirit is spirit ;” as 
if he had said, “ that which is born of the earthly parent 
is morally like him, and that which is born of God is mor- 
ally like God.” Therefore, the phraseology under consid- 
eration teaches the same doctrine as contended for under 
the word “ regeneration ;” that is to say, one born of the 
Spirit as much partakes of the moral nature thereof, as to 
exactness, as a child of earth, born of the flesh, does of 
the fallen nature of the earthly in the same particular. 
And it would be just as good theology, much more sensible, 
and would strain the figure just as little, to say that the 
child of earth, born of the most degraded and wicked par- 
ents, is in part, only, a fallen and sinful child, and not 
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totally so, as to say that one, on the other hand, born of 
God is not a full partaker of the very image of God. 

This word of Scripture really means something, or an 
all- wise Being never would have used it to convey his will 
to man. God has always used every-day language through 
his inspired servants to make man wise unto salvation. 
He is a Spirit and yet, to convey to us the idea that he 
sees, we read of the EYE of the Lord f to give us the 
idea of strength, we read of his “arm;” yet we do not 
suppose that he has a body, and that it is somewhere lo- 
cated. He calls himself a “ shield,” to convey to us the 
fact that he is a Protector of his people. In all these 
instances he uses wmids in their every-day sense, or in 
some way connected with common usage among men. 
Now, if Christ did not use the word yeuvdco, gennao^ above 
defined, in this accustomed sense, exactly as men do, and 
bearing all the common-sense force of the term, then, 
verily, he used language calculated to deceive, and to 
cause us to draw erroneous inferences. St. Peter used the 
same word, compounded with ava, {ana^ again^ when he 
spoke of the “Father,” that he hegotten us again 

and that this work in their souls was suflScient for their 
salvation, is shown, because it was unto “ a lively hope,” 
“to an inheritance incorruptible,” etc. Therefore, the 
theory in hand, in view of the analogical meaning of our 
phrase, must be regarded as objectionable, because our 
common-sense can see no force in a plea for it, nor use 
for such a blessing, when regeneration, as the phrases 
“born,” “begotten,” etc., imply, covers the whole ground, 
and answers every purpose for the purity of the soul, 
according to the fair interpretation of Scripture. We 
would respectfully suggest that entire sanctificationists do 
not overlook the force of such expressions. 

(c) The expression, “ You hath he quickened who were 
dead in trespasses and sins,” imports a similar or the 
same doctrine. Observe the figure. The word “dead” 
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is used to denote the total depravity of the heart by na- 
ture — a depravity that knows no good apart from the 
influences of the Holy Spirit. The figure, if it teaches 
any thing, implies that the human soul is naturally as 
destitute of the moral image of Grod as a dead body is of 
animal life. We can not spare those a word in a sure 
place, as we pass along, who suppose that men have 
learned to be as wicked as they are fi’om bad example. 
Not to ask the question, how those who set the bad exam- 
ple themselves become depraved, it is well to observe that 
the context says that the Ephesians were ^^by nature,” 
that is, by ^^the children of wrath even as others.” 

They were, then, totally and naturally depraved. But 
the text says, “ He hath quickened,” which, according to 
its original signification, means to mahe alive with, and as 
“ Christ” is added, it means to inake alive with Christy in 
this passage. That is, the iife and the Spirit of Christ 
dwell in the man who is quickened,” the same as the sap 
of the vine dwells in the branches. And, since the spirit 
of Christ dwells in him, he is Christ’s, and if this be not 
the case, he is not Christ's. The transition is fi’om death 
to life. There can not be a half-way station, any more 
than a soul can be the servant of Christ and a servant of 
Satan at the same time. He must be either God’s son or 
Satan’s, since he must be either dead or alive spiritually; 
for men, physically, are either absolutely dead or abso- 
lutely alive. The spirit is either in the body or out of it; 
if the former, then the man is positively alive; if the lat- 
ter, then he is actually dead. This is the figure that St. 
Paul uses, namely, life and death; the former to indicate 
union with Christ, the latter to represent the unregenerate 
state. God and the devil never yet went into partnership 
in any property. He is a ‘^jealous” God, and his glory 
he ^^will not give to another.” Joint stock in a human 
soul would imply that they were on terras of fidendship, 
whereas they are as opposed to one another as light and 
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darkness. ^^WLat concord hath Christ with Belial 
‘^What fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteous- 
ness What communion hath light with darkness 
As these interrogatories manifest God’s displeasure at the 
Christian who would contaminate himself with the heathen 
as to outward intercourse, so the phrase ^^hath quick- 
ened,” which is the same in sense as hath regenerated^ 
implies that the soul is wholly in possession of the Divine 
image and favor. When the terms used, that is, quick- 
ened” and “dead,” are absolutely opposed to one an- 
other, as the oame of each state respectively, must not 
their effects be also absolute? 

{d) Another phrase, whose irresistible force of meaning 
may be overlooked to some extent, is, “ a new creature.” 
“If any man be in Christ, he is a new creature.” The 
Greek word xrtVic, JctisiSy here translated “ creature,” is 
rendered creation in Romans viii, 19. Mr. Wesley trans- 
lates the passage verbally thus ; “ If any one be in Christ, 
there is a new creation.” Does not the new creation of 
one IN Christ stand opposed to all that was old, as to the 
man who is not in Christ ? If his heart is “ wholly ” new, 
as the expression implies, and at the same time refers to 
the regenerate state only, how can we conceive of it as 
partly old ? Was not St. Paul in the habit of telling the 
truth without the use of unnecessary epithets ? When he 
said “a new creature, or creation,” did he not mean just 
as much as if he had said a “wholly new,” an “abso- 
lutely new,” a “perfectly new,” or an “ entirely new crea- 
tion ?” Such partial oldness is implied in the idea of the 
necessity of a second blessing under the name of entire 
sanctification, to remove what was lacking to constitute 
the absolutely-sinless state — ^the new creature. 

(e) Perhaps it would be well for us to notice the force 
of the word “son,” as applied to those who are regen- 
erated, We may conclude that our sonship with the 
Father, which all admit to be a result of the new birth, is 
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the greatest relation conceivable for mortals to sustain to 
God. Indeed, being always open to conviction, we will 
fully adopt the theory of others when they prove a greater 
state of blessedness in this life than what is implied in 
this. The sonship of believers was St. John’s grand 
theme when he said, ‘^Eehold what manner of love the 
Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should be called the 
SONS OP God.” 

We have reason to object to what is called entire sancti- 
fication till, even in theory, it affords us a greater, a hap- 
pier, a more perfect, and a more godlike relation to our 
Heavenly Father than regeneration does. This, to an 
apostolic mind, seemed the sum of all things ; yet it is a 
result of the new birth instead of a result of some second 
or more extended work. Since the son of the father can 
not be more than the son, neither can we of the heavenly. 
Therefore, if there is entire sanctity it adds no additional 
result. 
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CHRISTIAN PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 




PEELIMII^AET. 


I AM now about to enter upon tbe Second Part of this 
work, which will treat of perfection and of sanctification. 
These two I regard as theologically identical. Those who 
have written on Christian perfection have taught that it 
and entire sanctification, as a greater work than the new 
birth, are one and the same. Dr. Peck says, “Entire 
sanctification and Christian perfection are identical.”* I 
am not inclined to use these terms exactly as others have 
done; for, 

First. I wholly reject the phrase “entire sanctification.” 
1. Because, on a close examination, as additional or dis- 
tinct in the soul to regeneration, I find no such phrase, 
either exactly or equivalently, in the Bible. 2. Such an 
expression seems to be an abuse of language ; for if sancti- 
fication means a cleansing, it is unreasonable, Scripturally, 
to conceive of it as a partial work. Such would not be 
a cleansing at all, so that if used, when applied to any 
kind of purification to which it may be fitly, its import 
must be taken in a perfect and complete sense. Every 
one is either morally impure or else he is not; if he is, 
he is not sanctified — granting the word in part to imply 
moral purity — ^if he is not morally impure he is sanctified, 
on the same hypothesis. There can be no medium. 

Secondly. I hold that regeneration means as complete 
a work of the Holy Spirit in the heart as others mean 
when they use the phrase “entire sanctification.” Yet 
be<»use I take this ground I do not want any one to say 

* Christian Perfection Abridged, p. 76. 
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that my view of the subject, upon the whole, is, that regen- 
eration is entire sanctification. Sach a declaration is a 
misrepresentation of my view, as the fourth preliminary 
remark, below, will show, as well as the entire work fol- 
lowing. I further deem this regeneration to be as neces- 
sary to an entrance into the final heaven of God^s people 
as others hold entire sanctification to be. 

Thirdly. I do not agree with those who regard sanctifi- 
cation, in any degree of it, as an inward moral purity, 
and Christian perfection to be identical. But I take the 
ground as above stated, that sanctification, without any 
epithet, and Christian perfection are one and the same. 

Fourthly. I believe these two are the fruits of justifi- 
cation and regeneration, that they do not at all mean the 
inward work, as a cleansing in the soul. But call that 
complete inward ^cvork by what name we please, sanctifi- 
cation and perfection are the fruits of it, as exhibited in 
the life of the man of God, and are as distinct from the 
inward work of the Holy Spirit as the fruit is distinct 
from the tree that bears it. In the First Part of my 
work I have argued, generally, in a negative manner, that 
is, more by ■way of disproof and objection than by advanc- 
ing such direct arguments as would tend to fully clear up 
the darkness which has characterized this subject; yet I 
have left my ideas in some respects suggestive of my 
meaning. I now, in treating of the fruits of regeneration, 
propose to explain all the important texts which the 
reader may think stand against these arguments, and 
which, I think, others have honestly and religiously mis- 
apprehended. But to say that sanctification and Christian 
perfection are the fruits of justification and regeneration, 
may not be suflSciently expressive, as to what they consist 
in. It may be well, therefore, to say, in order to be clear 
in what I am about to set forth, that sanctification and 
Christian perfection consist in keeping all the command- 
ments as the proof of the justified relation, or taking the 
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moral law as the whole of the commands in an abridged 
form, I would say, that the two identical graces in ques- 
tion consist in keeping the moral law of God as the fruit 
and demonstration of justifying faith. 

Fifthly. I maintian that the Holy Scriptures do not 
teach any where distinctly, that either sanctification or 
perfection is an internal work, but that they every- where 
ostensibly declare that they are the outward part of Chris- 
tianity, in the sense in w^hich I have above stated. 

I now hold myself bound for these statements, and for 
the presentation of the truth, as I understand it, in which 
I shall not, willingly, omit any one clear and strong pas- 
sage held as a proof-text by entire sanctificationists. For 
I would not undertake to write on this subject if I did not 
with most conscientious sincerity believe that I see this 
question in the very sense in which Divine revelation de- 
signed it to be considered. 

It seems, therefore, a consistent subject all the way 
through, from whatsoever stand-point it may be viewed. 
The opinions herein held seem theologically consistent. 
They seem, as to every word employed, to harmonize with 
the etymological meaning, and with the context of the pas- 
sages severally examined, as far as a context in each case 
can at all be traced. They agree with the lexicographical 
use of words, and to crown all, they have an adaptation to 
the human understanding, as to consistency, which seems 
without contradiction or clash. It is evidently possible to 
attain such a perfection in this life, or a consistent Lord 
and Judge would not have given us commands to keep. 
This perfection is, at the same time, as practical as it is 
plain. A plain, unadorned presentation of this doctrine, 
as other doctrines are plain, and as they are viewed alike 
by the mass of Christians, and so receive by common con- 
sent the approbation of men in general, and the approval 
of that Divine Author whence they emanated, is the 
highest ambition of the author, as to a subject concerning 
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wMch SO much, obscurity and impracticability have here- 
tofore prevailed. 

‘ A proof of the position herein held will now be 
attempted from Scripture, Since several words are found 
in the sacred Word, used to express the eruit of the 
justified relation and the regenerate state, several texts 
of each of these will be examined in their respective 
places, taking them severally as they are found in the 
original languages of the Holy Scriptures. 

S. F. 
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D’DjT — TAMIM. 

I. Gen. vi, 9: “These are the generations of Noah: 
Noah was a just man, and perfect in his generations, and 
Noah walked with God.” In examining this passage, 
three questions arise. 1. What u meant by NoaVs being 
JUST ? 2. What by his being peeeeci ? 3. What by his 
WALKINS WITH GOD ? 

1. (a) As to the first, the word “just” of the text, in 
Hebrew is p^x, tsaddik, and is here exactly translated, 
in our English version of the Bible. Gesenius, in the 
third, place, as marked in his Hebrew-English Lexi- 
con, defines it thus : “ Of a private person, just toward 
other men — ^Prov. xxix, 7 — obedient to Divine laws : hence 
righteous, upright, virtuous, pious, good” The word 
usually employed in the Septuagint, for a translation of 
this one, is Stxato?, dihaios. Again, he says, “Emphat- 
ically, of innocence from faults, crime, etc. Ecc. vii, 20. 
There is not a just man on earth” etc. This adjective 
comes from the verb isadhak, whidi is the root of 
it, and which means to justify, to make just, etc. It is so 
used in Isa. liii, 11, where the prophet speaks of Christ 
as the Justifier of the ungodly. From this verb there is 
also the kindred noun np'js, (isedhakah,) righteousness, or 
justification. It is found in Gen. xv, 6, where it is said, 
“he [Abraham] believed in the Lord; and he counted it 

to him for righteousness [justiJieaiion.T Now, if the 
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verb means to justify, if tbe noun means justijication, it 
seems very reasonable that the adjective should mean just, 
as applied to one in the justified relation and regenerate 
state, which state has been shown in former arguments 
to imply a perfect work of grace in the soul. 

(b) The context shows that the word “just'' means that 
Noah was in this justified relation. For, in verses 5 and 
6, it is said, Grod saw that the wickedness of man was 
great in the earth, and that every imagination of the 
thoughts of his heart was only evil continually. It is 
also said, “It repented the Lord that he had made man 
on the earth, and it grieved him at his heart." After 
God had said that he would destroy man from the face 
of the earth, on account of his wickedness, as to Noah it 
is said, “ But Noah found grace in the eyes of the Lord." 
But no one ever did, since the fall of man, find grace or 
favor with God except on the sole ground of faith. 
“Without faith it is impossible to please him." This 
faith which justified Noah, was the condition of man s 
favor with the Lord, which God afterw’ard made the term 
of the Abrahamic covenant, w'hen he revealed his plan of 
saving men in a covenant form. His finding grace, then, 
with God, implies the same faith of Abraham, the same 
justification, the same regeneration, and, consequently, 
the same perfect and absolute purity of heart; all which 
purity is implied in the one expression — ^^Noah was 
JUST." Moreover, “The Lord said unto Noah, Come 
thou and all thy house into the ark : for thee have I seen 
righteous before me in this generation." Gen. vii, 1. 
That is, the Lord saw that Noah was just, that is, a just- 
ified man before bis God, and for this very reason of 
his justification and regeneration of heart, the Lord com- 
manded him, as one who had the necessary spiritual qual- 
ification to enter into the ark and to be saved. His just- 
ification saved Mm, Hence, St. Peter says, telling how 
God saves the righteous and destroys the wricked, “He 
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spared not the old 'vrorldj but saved Xoah, the eighth per- 
son, a preacher of righteousness, justifica- 

tion^ bringing in the flood upon the world of the un- 
godly.” Now, if Noah was a preacher of justification by 
faitJk, it would seem absurd to say that he himself was 
not a justified man who had experienced this blessing by 
faith which he preached and recommended to others. 
Let this suffice, then, on the question, What is meant by 
Noah being ? We notice, 

2. What is to be understood by Noah being perfect in 
his generations'^ The word perfect” in our text is 
D’Dn, tamim^ in the Hebrew ; hence, I call this the iamim 
argument. Its root, in the Hebrew, is the verb onn, 
tamam^ which signifies, as first defined by Gesenius, ^^to 
complete^ to perfect, to finish” And the adjective under 
consideration, naturally, is of kindred meaning; hence he 
defines it first, complete, perfect ” This last is obviously 
its radical signification. The words of our text contain 
their own interpretation. The word in the passage trans- 
lated is the Hebrew preposition a, he. This Gese- 
nius defines, in the second place, thus : “ As denoting the 
being in the midst of a number or multitude, in, among. 
Lam. i, 3; d'U3, (baggoyim^ among the nations.”. In 
our version it is translated, Judah . . - dwelleth 
AMONG the heathen.” Compare Septuaginfe, iv sOvs^c, and 
Matt, xi, 11, tv YswY^riH(; AMONG them that ato 

born of women.’' It is, therefore, no innovation to trans- 
late the passage, ^‘Noah was perfect among his gener- 
ations.” Again, the word ^^generations,” in the He- 
brew, is nni, dhoTOth. As to this passage Gesenius 
thus speaks and defines: ^^The generation of any one, 
that is, the men of his age, his cotemporaries, Is. liii, 
8; Gen. vi, 9, ISooh was upright among 

his generatmi. The Hebrews, as we do, seem commonly 
to have reckoned the duration of a generation at from 
thirty to forty years, compare Job xlii, 16 ; but in the 
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times of the patriarchs it was rectoned at a hundred 
years, see Genesis xv, 16.” That is, I^oah was per- 
fect ^^among^^ his cotemporaries ^^ — among ^Hhe men of 
Jiis agef who lived together at that time, more than 
‘‘a hundred years.” These “men of his age,” or “ co- 
temporaides,” knew that the patriarch was “ a preacher 
of righteousness;” they had heard him preach; they 
watched his conduct to see if it would accord with the 
doctrine which he preached. This perfection consisted in 
t e outward deportment of Noah, as to his keeping the 
commands of God, in proof of his regeneration. He ap- 
peared to his cotemporaries as a perfect man, because 
he kept what oral commands God had given him to keep, 
which constituted the rules of his conduct by w'hich those 
of his day were to render their judgment as to his per- 
fection or his imperfection; for, without those oral com- 
mands there would have been no law’ for him to keep nor 
violate, and so to mark perfection or imperfection. It 
can not be the inward purity of the heart by which our 
cotemporaries, or neighbors, judge us, for this they can 
not see. It is the fruit by which the tree is known. 
These fruits are adjudged as good or bad, according as 
they are approved or disapproved by the Divine law\ 
God told Noah to build the ark for the salvation of him- 
self and family, as he was about to destroy the world by 
a flood. After this command ivas given him, it is said, 
“Thus did Noah, according to all that God commanded 
him, so did he.” Gen. vi, 22. The Dirine commands 
orally given were to him the moral law. They stood in 
the same relation to him that the Decalogue, subse- 
(j^uently delivered on tables of stone, as the sum of the 
whole Divine will to man, does to us. Consequently, not 
by his preaching merely, but by outward obedience to 
such things as he was commanded to do, “he condemned 
the world, and became heir :^a.ra Tdcnv ^ixaio^royTjc;'] of 
THE [justification ACCORniNG to] faith.” Heb. xi, 7. 
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Therefore, “Noah was perfect in his generations.” 
Notice, it does not say he was perfect or wholly sanctified 
in heart as a second work, and as some virtually teach. 
But it says, Noah was perfect among hu cotemporaries. 
This is the particular wherein his perfection consisted. 
The whole force of the word “perfect” is absolutely 
limited to the phrase among Ms cotemporaries. There- 
fore, Christian perfection does not consist, according to 
this passage, in a second work of grace, inward, subse- 
quent to, and greater than regeneration; but it consists 
in fulfilling the moral law as the proof of justifying faith. 

3. ATe now observe what is signified by Noah's walk- 
ing WITH God. This phrase is identical in sense with 
perfection. The text itself will show this. It will be 
seen that the verse under consideration contains, in the 
English translation, the word “awe?” tw'ice. It will also 
be seen that it is printed in italics, to show that it is not 
in the Hebrew. If we translate without this interpola- 
tion it will read, “Noah was a just man, perfect in his 
generations ; Noah walked with God.” It seems as if the 
second and third clauses of this text are the same, as to 
theological meaning, and that they both express the fruit 
of that state of grace described in the first clause. The 
inspired writer designed to convey the idea that Noah was 
a man who was justified by faith and so regenerated ; to 
express this idea he said, “Noah was a just man.” He 
then designed to give the proof of this state of grace by 
adding, “perfect in his generations.” Then to develop 
and more fully explain what he meant by this, he further 
adds a synonymous and explanatory expression, “Noah 
WALKED with God.” Now, that perfection, in the sense 
of keeping the moral law as the test of saving faith, is 
synonymous with the phrase, “walked with God, “is ap- 
parent from proof which we ha%"e at hand. “ Blessed are 
the undefiled in the way, who walk in the law of the 
Lord.” Psa. cxix, 1. The word “ undefiled,” here, is 
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perfect in the Hebrew. The margin of our Bibles has it 
marked perfect or sincere It is the very same adjec- 
tive iamim is translated “perfect’’ in our text as to 
Noah. The Hebrew stands thus : D'3Snn :Tfi5 

ni/1' (ashre tliemiine dhareh Tidholkhn hetJioratJi 

Yehovah,) 0 the Uessedness of the pbreect as to the way, 
the walkers in the law of Jehovah. This, I think, is 
an exact translation of the passage. The word “ way,” 
dharek, as here found, Gesenius defines, “ A way, that is, 
course, mode^ 7 nanner, in which one toalks, lives, Avhich one 
follows, . . . spoken of men, a way or conduct which 

Jehovah approves, and in which men ought to vralk. Psa. 
Y, 9, [8].” As to the translation above given, let it be 
observed that men are said to be perfect in, as to, or in 
RESPECT TO the “ way ” or “ mode ” of life which God has 
given them to walk in. Observe carefully that “ the per- 
fect as to the way,” and “ the walkers in the law of Je- 
hovah,” are in apposition in the same case, and conse- 
quently they are grammatically the same persons. The 
word “ w'ay ” is also in apposition with the word “ law,” 
so that the sense is just the same as if the Psalmist had 
said, Blessed are the perfect as to the law. Now, if we are 
correct in what we deem to be a verbal translation of this 
text, it will be seen that Christian perfection consists in 
keeping the moral law of God, as the fruit of justification 
and regeneration. The blessedness of which the Psalm- 
ist speaks is predicated of the perfect as to the law — as 
to the Divine mode or course of life marked out by Je- 
hovah, as the rule of their Christian conduct — “com- 
manding what is right, and prohibiting what is wrong.” 
It is not a perfection of heart; it is not w^hat some call 
“ entire sanctification ” of the soul, but it is the fruit of 
regeneration. Therefore, since the walker in the law of 
Jehovah and the perfect as to the way are one and the 
same, and since it is said “ Noah walked with God,” his 
walking with God and his perfection in or among his gen- 
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orations, that is. his cotemporaries^ are one and the same, 
and his perfection, as before argued, consisted in his 
keeping the oral commands which God gave unto him, as 
signal of that relation, indicated in the words ‘^Isoah 
found GRACE in the eyes of the Lord/’ 

n. Gen. xvii, 1 : “ And when Abram was ninety years 
old and nine, the Lord appeared to Abram, and said to 
him, I am the Almighty God; walk before me, and be 
thou perfect.’^ In the examination of this test two ques- 
tions arise. 

1. Was Air am justified ly faith iGhen God appeared 
unto him and gave him this command to be perfect^ or was 
he not? As to this question, we find it stated in Gen- 
esis — :chap. XV — that Abram ‘"believed in the Lord; and 
he counted it to him for righteousness.” Then Abram 
had no child. But it is related — chap, xvi — that Hagar, 
the handmaid of Sarai, bare him Ishmael, and in verse 16 
of the same chapter, it is said, “Abram was fourscore 
and six years old, when Hagar bare Ishmael to Abram.” 
The several facts show that Ishmael was born about one 
year, rather less, after the justification of Abraham, since 
God put his promise into immediate fulfillment as to the 
posterity of the patriarch. We may, therefore, deduct 
one year from the “ fourscore and six,” which will leave 
Abraham *eighty-five years old when he was justified by 
faith, and received the “blessing” of which St. Paul 
speaks, and which all admit to have been regeneration, m 
connected with his justification, and which has been shown 
to be a sinless work wrought in the heart by the Holy 
Spirit, and rendering void the notion of entire sanctifica- 
tion, held by some as a subsequent and greater blessing. 
But the text says God appeared to Abram when he was 
NINETY-AND-NINB years old, at which time he gave him 
this command to be perfect. So if we deduct eighty-five 
years from the ninety-and-nine, we have fourteen re- 
maining, which was about the length of time from the 
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regeneration of Abram to the utterance of the command 
for him to be perfect. This, then, decides the first ques- 
tion which the text demands. We inquire, 

2. What is meant by Abram walking before God and be- 
ing perfect ? Suppose it be assumed that this perfection 
signifies a subsequent work in the heart to that of regen- 
eration, and let it be assumed that the passage, “ This is 
the will of God, even your sanctification,” means the 
same thing, a query then arises : Is it the will of God 
that a man must live only partially saved from sin for 
the long term of fourteen years? Is it the will of God 
that Abram, the friend of God, should have his sins only 
siLspeyided^ not destroyed, for so long a time before he 
commanded him to be perfect? If we are to be the chil- 
dren of Abram, and to follow in his footsteps, “ the steps 
of that faith of our father Abraham,” must not we also 
live only partially saved for fourteen years, at least, after 
our justification? But the objector may say, “Would 
not this long delay of a subsequent command stand as 
forcibly against your own view of perfection as it does 
against that of others?” We answer emphatically, no. 
'For God was not about this time to introduce a doctrine 
of perfection, as a work in the soul necessary to eternal 
life, and additional to regeneration; but he was about to 
establish a sign of the inward grace which Abram had 
fourteen years before received. This sign was circum- 
cision, as all the rest of the chapter in which this text in 
discussion is found, and all its immediate context will 
prove. This chapter let us now proceed to examine. In 
verse 1 — am the Almighty God; walk before me and 
be thou perfect” — the command is generic; that is, the 
rule by which Abram is to walk, so far as it relates to the 
first verse, and the sense in which he is to understand the 
word “ perfect,” are not yet expressed by the Lord. They 
are both merely mentioned abstractedly. They include the 
part which Abram is to perform in the covenant. 'The 
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S0cond verse teaches an abstract or generic doctrine also. 

And I will make my covenant between me and thee, and 
will multiply thee exceedingly.*’ As to these two verses, 
observe that God has not yet told Abram in what his per- 
fection is to consist, as Abram’s part to the covenant, nor 
has he yet told him w*hat he himself would do, as his own 
part, any further than what is embraced, without any 
further explanation, in the words, I will multiply thee 
exceedingly.” This is all plain from tw^o facts in the 
account. (1.) The manner in which the general announce- 
ment of the covenant terms about to be revealed at large 
and in particular to Abram, affected him. “Abram fell 
on his face.” This prostrated veneration is a proof that 
he had not heard the charge before, and that now he waits 
worshipfully to receive it. Then “ God talked with him,” 
etc. (2.) God proceeds fully and clearly to deliver to 
Abram the itoo respective park belonging to the covenard* 
One of these is to be performed by the Almighty himself, 
and, in order, first made known ; the other by Abraham, 
and, in order, secondly made known. Now% before these 
respective parts of the covenant are quoted and pointed 
out in this argument, it must be distinctly understood that 
the covenant now' about to be established — verse 7 — ^was 
not a covenant in which God offered, as his own part in 
it, the pardon of sin ; for it has been shown that fourteen 
years before be counted Abram’s faith for jusiijication. 
It is a covenant made with Abram when in a state of 
favor with God, and fourteen years subsequent to his par- 
don ; as St. Paul says, when he was in “ uncircumcision.” 

He declares — averse 10 — “This is my covenant, which 
ye shall keep, between me and you, and thy seed after 
thee ; JSvery man-child among you shall he drcumcisedJ^ 
This was the covenant which God established with Abram 
in confirmation of the promise made to him about fourteen 
years before; for, (1.) This was about the length of time 
back to his justification in the sense of pardon. (2.) The 
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part which God promises to perform in this covenant is 
not to hless xlbram personally, as an act of pardon and 
regeneration, but he proposes to bless him in the sense 
of recognizing him nationally, leather, in the sense of be- 
ing his God, and of holding his posterity as the sacred 
nation, as opposed to heathens whom be did not take into 
his special favor. (3.) On the part of Abram it is cir- 
cumcision that is required as the fruit of his former and 
continued faith, and not faith itself, in the abstract, as 
when he was first justified. (4.) The covenant, here 
spoken of, is a mere ratification of the former relation 
existing between Abram and God, which relation was a 
complete deliverance from sin at the time of pardon and 
the new^ birth; and these imply the promise and condi- 
tions of grace in full, antecedent to the mere ratification 
of the same by the institution of circumcision fourteen 
years after. 

Circumcision, AbramA part in this covenant, is the sign 
of this deliverance from sin. ^^He received the sign of 
circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the faith 
■which he had yet being uncircumcised.’’ Thus circum- 
cision was, according to apostolic authority and theolog- 
ical consent generally, a “ sign” of the inward grace, and 
the performance of the act of circumcision was a fruit of 
the justified relation; or, in the language of St. James, it 
was a work which just as ostensibly justified” Abram 
as the subsequent ■work of offering up Isaac did; that is, 
it shoived him to be in the justified relation. The charge, 
then, to Abram to be perfect,” as given in the abstract, 
is not to seek a work in the heart, but it is to do an act 
as the fruit of such a -work, and proceeding from the 
heart. We will now proceed to show from the context 
m what tlm perfection of our text eojisisis, 

God having given the command in the abstract, and 
Abram having fallen on his face, the requirement of the 
covenant is then given in two parts- The first part is 
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what Grod intends and promises to do, beginning with the 
fourth verse and ending with the eighth in these words: 
“As for me, behold, my covenant is with thee, and thou 
shalt be a father of many nations. Neither shall thy 
name any more be called Abram; but thy name shall be 
Abraham ; for a father of many nations have I made thee. 
And I wdll make thee exceeding fruitful, and I will make 
nations of thee ; and kings shall come out of thee. And 
I ^yill ESTABLISH mj covenant between me and thee, and 
thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an everlast- 
ing covenant ; to be a God unto thee, and to thy seed 

after thee. And I will give unto thee, and to thy seed 

after thee, the land wherein thou art a stranger, all the 
land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession; and I wdll 
be their God.^^ Here ends God’s part in the covenant 
ratification which he promises to do. Then he directly 
mentions the second part which he commands Abraham 
to do, beginning at the ninth verse, where the first part 

left off, and ending with the fourteenth in these words: 

“And God said unto Abraham, Thou shalt keep mj cov- 
enant therefore, thou, and thy seed after thee, in their 
generations. This is my covenant, which ye shall keep, 
between me and you, and thy seed after thee; Every 
man-chUd among you shall he cireumcised. And ye shall 
he cireumeised in the Jiesh of your foreskin; and it shall 
he a token of the covenant hehvixt me and you. And he 
that is eight days old shall be dreumeised among you^ every 
man-chUd in your generations^ he that is horn in the kome^ 
or bought with money of any stranger^ which is not of thy 
seed, Se that is horn in (hy house^ and he that is bought 
with thy money ^ must needs be cireumeised; and my covenanl 
shall he in your flesh for an everlasting covenant. Afui the 
uncircumcised man^childy teJiose flesh of his foreskin is not 
dreumeised, that soul shall be cut off from his people; he 
hath broken my covenanV^ Here ends the part of the 
ratification of the covenant which Abram received to keep 
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and to practice. That portion of the chapter contained 
in the fifteenth and twenty-second verses inclusive, is a 
promise to Abraham that Isaac shall be born unto him, 
which may be regarded as a continuation of what Grod 
promises on his part to do. It need not be quoted fur- 
ther than to remark that in it is said, My covenant will 
I establish with Isaac,” in whom the seed should be called, 
who was the father of Jacob, and the grandfather of 
Judah; from which tribe, says St. Paul, '^it is evident 
our Lord sprang.” In this God still holds out to Abra- 
ham the promised Messiah and the spiritual seed. Our 
next observation on this chapter is, that Abraham imme- 
diately — “ the self-same day ” — obeyed this external part 
of his religion — ^his part in the covenant — as set forth in 
these woi'ds: “And Abraham took Ishmael his son, and 
all that were born in his house, and all that were bought 
with liis money, every male among the men of Abraham’s 
house ; and circumcised the flesh of their foreskin, in the 
self-same day, as God had said unto him. And Abraham 
was ninety years old and nine, when he w^as circumcised 
in the flesh of his foreskin. And Ishmael his son was 
thirteen years old when he was circumcised in the flesh 
of his foreskin. In the self-same day was Abraham cir- 
cumcised, and Ishmael his son; and all the men of his 
house, born in the house, or bought with money of the 
stranger, were circumcised with him.” 

ISTow, all this may be safely regarded as the immediate 
context to the first verse, on which this exposition is 
offered, where Abram is commanded to w’alk before God 
and be perfect. This context, strictly speaking, contains 
four parts : (1.) A general statement — verse 2 — ^that God 
will make a covenant between himself and Abraham. (2.) 
A distinct declaration of that part in the covenant which 
God takes upon himself to do. (3.) That which Abra- 
ham on his part is commanded to do. (4.) The fact that 
Abraham did fidjdl the command of circumcision as God 
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directed. In tHs act of obedience to the Divine command 
did Abraham’s perfection consist. 

It was the outw^ard keeping of the command of God 
which generically and summarily was embraced in the 
words, Walk before me, and be thou perfect.” This im- 
plies a moral law as the rule of action in which he was to 
walk. But it has been before shown that a walker in the 
law of the Lord and a perfect man are identical. ITow, 
the context, following the first verse, and including all the 
rest of the chapter, is the law in which he was to walk, 
■which Abraham obeyed, and so wms perfect to the letter. 
His perfection was obediexce to circumcision, as a sign 
of his justification, as St. Paul says — ^Eom. iv, 11. It 
was no inward work at all, and to say that Ms perfection 
was such, savors much of that error which holds that 
water- baptism washes away sin, and is, circumcision and 
baptism being both outvrard signs of the same inward 
grace, very similar to it. On the hypothesis that the ex- 
pression, ‘^Walk before me, and be thou perfect,” does 
mean what some hold Christian perfection to be — an in- 
■^vard work — there are some difficulties. 

1. It has been shown that Abraham was justified about 
fourteen years before, which gracious relation has been 
argued to include regeneration as a perfectly-sinless state 
of the soul, as absolute purity of heart, and consequently 
there could have been no need for Abraham receiving such 
a blessing, since all the work of grace conceivable, as to 
internal purity, took place so long before. 

2. Another difficulty is, that there is absolutely no con- 
text to support such a doctrine, but, on the contrary, a full 
and clear one which may include the history of the patri- 
arch’s conversion, which context means something, or we 
would not find it where we do. 

3. It may seem absurd that God should command Abra- 
ham to be perfect, and not plainly tell him in what his 
perfection was to consist. In other words, would it not 
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seem unreasonable for God to command bis servant to 
WALK before bim, and to be perfect, both of which imply 
a ruie of action for the government of his life, and he not 
to plainly set forth to him what that law was ? It is not 
revealed to ns in what the patriarch’s perfection was to 
consist, if the context has not revealed it. It is a remark- 
able fact that perfection, wherever taught in the Holy 
Scriptures, is largely, plainly, and minutely set forth in 
the context of the respective passage containing the doc- 
trine. Thus the perfection of Noah, as we have found it, 
consisted in his obedience to the command of God to build 
the ark, and Abraham’s perfection is seen to be Ms obe- 
dience to the command of circumcision; and so of, per- 
haps,, every other place where the doctrine of perfection is 
taught by direct command^ and the very same may be said 
of sanctification. This we will find to be so, as we further 
proceed. 

Besides what has been said as to the perfection of Abra- 
ham, it may now be proper to present an argument from 
the Septuagint, in order to see in what sense the ancient 
Jews held his perfection, considered from a Greek stand- 
point. The phrase, “Be thou perfect,” in the Septuagint 
is arxtfiT.ro:; — ginoii amempfos — hecofJie tliou Hlameless, 

St. Paul uses the same Greek word in several places, 
'which fact will serve, to some considerable extent, to fix 
the sense of the word, at least as the Septuagint under- 
stood it, “ Do all things without murmurings and disput- 
ings : that ye may be blameless and harmless, the sons of 
God, without rebuke, in the midst of a crooked and per- 
verse generation.” Phil, ii, 14, 15, Observe, (1.) They 
are to do all things without murmurings and disputings, 
both of which belong to the Clmistian’s daily and oiitioard 
deportment as the fruit and proof of inward grace. (2.) 
The final end, “ That — "Act, Mna^ in order that — they 
may he blameless,” a/xs/iTTroc^ amemptoi. Is not this the 
outward work of the Christian, and not the inward ? Now, 
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this perfection of Abraham, if defined through the Greek 
channel and through St. Paul, consists in a life, so far as 
defined by this one text, “without murmurings and dis- 
putings,^^ hence not an inward work, but the fruit of that 
work. Again, “Touching the righteousness which is of 
the law blameless,’’ a^isfXTzroq^ ajjiemptos, Phil, iii, 6. 

St. Paul’s perfection, while a Jew, he held as a Jew’s 
perfection, and boasted in it ; that is, he looked at it with 
Jewish eyes and Jewish understanding, and one of the ele- 
ments of the blameless character which he, as a son of 
Abraham, had, so far as it pertains to outward religion, 
was that he w’as “ circumcised the eighth day.”^ This he 
gives as a part of the context where he says he was 
“ blameless.” And the life of the apostle, previous to his 
conversion, was any thing but that of absolute purity of 
heart, as his conversion and history show. He was not 
blameless as to the soul, but “ touching the righteousness 
which is of the law.” 

Again: “And the Lord make you to increase and 
abound in love one toward another, and toward all men, 
even as we do toward you; to the end he may stablish 
your hearts unblamable [ufis/iTrrou:;^ amempfous^ in holiness 
before God.” 1 Thess. iii, 12, 13. This passage, evi- 
dently, can not be regarded as a proof of perfection as 
an inward grace; for it is to consist in increasing and 
abounding love iotvard one another^ which is the fulfill- 
ing of the moral law, in which perfection, according to our 
arguments, is to consist, as the result of saving faith. 
This abounding and increasing in love the apostle prays 
may take place in their outward conduct toward one an- 
other, not for or unto the wholly sanctifying of their 
hearts, but for or unto the establishing of their hearts. 
There is some difierence between making permanent and 
making every whit pure. 

* Does not this imply that St. Paul held the circnmcision of Ahraham 
exactly in that sense in which we hare argned it? 
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Finally : of Zacharias and Elisabeth it is said : They 
were both righteous [ocxacoc, dikaioi^ just, that is, justified^ 
before God, \and, as the proof of this relation, walking 
in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord 
blameless/’ amemptoi. Did this blamelessness 

consist in a certain amount of internal purity over and 
above the regenerate state? We understand Dr. Peek to 
say that it did ; for in his abridged work on Christian Per- 
fection, page 228, he gives the account of Zacharias and 
Ehsabeth, with some others, as particular instances ” of 
persons “ who were said to be perfect, blameless, up- 
right, etc.” 

Had he clearly understood his subject, this good man 
might not have so written 5 for he speaks of Zacharias 
and Elisabeth being blameless, in the sense of their hav- 
ing obtained an additional and greater work inwardly 
than regeneration, which he calls Christian perfection or 
entire sanctification; for the above quotation from his 
book is found under his third minor division to his fifth 
proposition, which proposition is thus stated: 6 . Lastly, 
I assert instances of entire sanctification in proof of its 
attainableness.” Now, the writer of this argument is 
disposed to insinuate, in the face of an enlightened world, 
the possibility of a misinterpretation, if not a gross per- 
version, of the sense of this text, which doCvS not give 
the blamelessness of the persons as consisting in an in- 
ward work. 

The word “just,” in our paraphrase above, includes all 
that inward work, so long as it is mutually agreed upon 
that regeneration is a “ concomitant” of justification, and 
so long as the verb dcxatow, dikaioo, etymologically signi- 
fies make that which is pointed out by the primitive.”"^ 
But, Uxawq, dikaios, being its “primitive,” or root, d^xacow, 
dikaioo, means to make dixawq, dikaios, just , and hence, 
antecedent to the justification of Zacharias and Elisabeth, 

^‘Professor Crasby’s Greek Grammar, | 318, b. 
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they were not just. God himself could not have then pro- 
nounced them suehj but at a certain time in their lives 
they believed in God unto justification, and at that moment 
he made them “ JUST, regenerated them. After- 

ward they are said to be hlamdem^ which does not describe 
the inward work of grace, but the outward fruit of that 
work. That is, the word blameless ” is applied to them 
as outward Christians, and not as inwardly such, and the 
w’ord as embracing the new birth, is applied to 

them as inward Christians, and not as outward. A few 
observations will strengthen these remarks. 

1. Justification implies an internal blessing, which we 
have shown means a sinless or absolutely-pure state of 
the soul. 2. This being so, it is utterly impossible for 
any one justified to be made any more pure^ as to heart, 
even antecedent to the idea of his “walking in all the 
commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.’^ 
3. The pointing of the text, a comma (,) being inserted 
after Oboo^ God, and its diction, show that the two words 
are applied respectively to the inward and to the outward 
parts of Christianity. The first clause says, “ They were 
both righteous ” JUST. How or in what manner ? iy^Ttcou 
TOO before God, that is, in God’s estimation: he looked 
on them as ones from whom he had removed the penalty 
of sin, and whom he had also regenerated. The second 
clause says that they were “ blameless.” How or in what 
manner? “Walking in all the commandments and ordi- 
nances of the Lord.” That is, the force of the word 
“just” or “righteous,” is confined to the first danse of 
the verse ending with the word and the force of 

the word “blameless” is confined to the second clause, 
and interpreted by it, because we have found a “walker” 
in the law of the Lord, and a “perfect” man, as to the 
way, to be the same. To present this text in another 
aspect, and to put its meaning at rest, so that perfection- 
ists can not daim it in their sense, two questions, which 

20 
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the passage itself will answer, may be asked. (1.) What 
were Zacharias and Elisabeth before God? Answer. 
They were both dtxawt^ just. (2.) In what did their 
blamelessness consist? Ansiver. WalMng in all raiq 
k>ToXai<; xai THE COMMANDMENTS AND ORDINANCES 

of the Lord, If the answer to the first question teaches 
entire sanctification, so-called, then, a person merely just, 
that is, no more than justifed, as we use the term, is also 
“ wholly sanctified.” If the answer to the second question 
teaches the theory of Dr. Peck, then, that great blessing 
is obtained, or rather consists in simply the external ob- 
servance of the ^‘commandments” and “ordinances” of 
God, Hence, he being judge, since he claims this as his 
proof-text, one justified, who keeps the moral law as the 
demonstration thereof, is all that the Bible requires. We 
are happy to think that the Doctor entertains such a good 
opinion of a justified man. (4.) In the other instances 
quoted from the New Testament, and in the passage con- 
cerning Abraham, as taken from the Septuagint, we have 
found the word “blameless” to refer to the outward part 
of religion, as a qualifier of those who keep the moral 
law, and who were before justified and regenerated, and, 
therefore, these passages are not only not for Dr. Peck’s 
theory, but they are against it. And if those who believe 
with him wish to arrive at the “ attainableness ” of Chris- 
tian perfection, let them, like Zacharias and Elisabeth, 
wdlh in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord 
blameless, as the fruit of men just before God, and they 
will have it, if it, as such, is to be had. Eor what objec- 
tion God can have to o;ne whom he has justified and re- 
generated, and quickened, and adopted, and made an heir, 
and blessed with the witness of the Spirit, who keeps the 
commandments, as the fruit thereof, is what we can not 
comprehend, since our Bible does not say w^hat that objec- 
tion is. Comparing these passages with the case of Abra- 
ham, it seems to us little less than demonstration that the 
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patriarch’s perfection is largely and forcibly sustained as 
consisting altogether in his outward deportment. 

in. Gen. v, 24: “Enoch walked with God, and was 
not: for God took him.” This case properly belongs to 
the iamim argument, because it is said he “ walked with 
God.” This is another of the “particular instances” 
given by Dr. Peck of persons “ who were said to be jper- 
feci^ UameleBS^ wprigktr He actually names the man 
“Enoch.” Now, there is no doubt but that Enoch was 
perfect^ as a servant of God, but in vrhat that perfection 
consisted^ or m what respect he was perfect, is another 
question. It has already been shown that the Psalmist 
declares the man perfect as to the way and the walker in 
the late of Jehovah to be the same person. But Enoch 
was the man who “ walked with God;” therefore, he was 
perfect^ and his perfection consisted in walking with God. 
It was a perfection as to the divine way — as to the out- 
ward life of the true servant of God, as the visible sign 
of his regeneration. The Bible no where says that Enoch 
was ^^perfecty blamdessy^ or “ uprighiy' although the Doc- 
tor gives him as a “particular instance” of such. Per- 
haps the strongest thing said about him is that he walked 
with God, This phrase must he interpreted in its common 
usage. It is much used in Scripture, and always means 
the manner of one’s life. Robinson’s Gesenius defines it 
thus: live in a manner well pleasing to God,^^ 

It really seems as if any more proof on tliis point could 
not he necessary. But if we are wrong in our general 
exegesis of this great question, we think it well to give 
those of another belief a full opportunity to explode our 
views, but if we are correct, it is right to tell the truth 
tmll and at length. As to Enoch, further, St. Paul says 
before his translation he had the testimony that he pleased 
God, and adds: “But without faith it is impossible to 
please him.” Enoch was, therefore, a man of faith, and 
he had the testimony — the witness of the Spirit, which 
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was given in the old dispensation as well as in the new, 
since men then were justified by faith as they are now, 
and received regeneration as a concomitant of that work, 
which is always the act of the Holy Spirit on the heart, 
and since David prayed, “ Take not thy Holy Spirit from 
me — ^Psa. li, 11 — all which show that the patriarch was 
regenerated, and his regeneration saved him, for God 
^^took him” — ^Hranslated” him; and the reason given of 
his translation is, that he had the testimony^ that which 
bears witness with our spirits that we are the children of 
God. But this testimony is a remit of regeneration ac- 
cording to St. Paul, that is, Enochs testimony” was 
certainly pertaining to his so7iship. It could have been 
no more; but to be a son is to be regenerated^ so this is 
the kind of a man that God ^^TOOK.” This is another of 
the Doctor’s ^'particular instances” of entire sanctifica- 
tion. Enoch goes to heaven through regeneration: it is 
sufficient^ as a -work in the heart. The ivalking of Enoch 
with God was the fruit of this change, as fair reasoning 
on the history of this man, as found in Scripture, leads us 
to conclude. 

IV. Dent. Eviii, 13: ^^Thou shalt be perfect 
tamirri] with the Lord thy God.” This is, as we under- 
stand it, God’s command to the Levites as a people. To 

them, as such, he gave this charge. Here is perfection 
taught. Yea, it is attainable in this life, or God would 
not have commanded them to be perfect. For if this re- 
quirement is to be fulfilled only at death, or after death, 

then, truly, the first and second commands of the Deca- 
logue forbidding polytheism and idolatry must be post- 
poned also tUl death, or about that time; for before we 
close the exposition of this passage, we will find its spirit 
and that of the Decalogue to be the same. There is just 
one question to be decided, namely, In what respect is this 
perfection to he u7idersiood? That the Bible teaches such 
a doctrine is as plain and certain as that it teaches any 
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other ; but to determine in what it consists is another and 
very important question. It here means the observanee 
of the moral law, especially that part of it which refers 
to and forbids idolatry. For the proof, we wiU examine 
the context. In this examination two things should be 
observed. (1.) The teaching of the context. (2.) The 
place in it which the text, the thirteenth verse, occupies. 
As to the former, it is every word, we may say, forbid- 
ding idolatry. Verse 9 says, “^Vhen thou art come into 
the land w'hich the Lord thy God giveth thee, thou shalt 
not learn to do after the abominations of those nations.” 
Such is the charge given in this verse. Not to no as 
heathens had done. Verse 10 says, “There shall not be 
found among you any one that maketh his son or his 
daughter to pass through the fire, or that useth divina- 
tion, or an observer of times, or an enchanter, or a witch.” 
The first prohibition in this verse has reference to the 
worship of Moloch. “ Thou shalt not let any of thy seed 
pass through the fire to Molech.” Lev. xviii, 21. “Ac- 
cording to the Rabbins, its statue was brass, with the 
members of a human body, but the head of an ox; it 
was hollow within, was heated from below, and the chil- 
dren to be immolated were placed in its arms, while drums 
were beaten to drown their cries.’"* The second prohibi- 
tion disallows one “that useth divination,” that is, “a di- 
viner of divinations ” — a kind of loi-easter, who pretended 
to foretell future events, and so a false prophet perhaps. 
The third interdict respects an “ observer of times that 
is, one acting covertly, using covert acts, practicing magic, 
sorcery, or some kind of divination connected with, or 
amounting to, idolatry. In the fourth place “a?i enchant- 
er ” is forbidden; that is, one that takes auguries or prac- 
tices divination, or divines, or as some understand it, and 
as the Hebrew root means, “divination by serpents.” 
The fifth interdiction, in verse 10, is, “There shall not 

*S6e Oesemas's Hebrew-Engliab Lexicon, p. 576. 
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be found among you ... a witch;” that is, a ma- 
gician^ mrcerer^^ as the Hebrew root means, to pray^ to 
offer prayers^ or worships and “ in the Hebrew language 
is limited to idol-worship,” (G-esenius.) Verse 11 says, 
‘‘Or a charmer, or a consulter of familiar spirits, or a 
wizard, or a necromancer.” He first forbids a charmer. 
This word is a part of a Hebrew yerb w’hich means “ to 
bind with spelb^ to famnaie^ to charm; spoken of a spe- 
cies of magic which was practiced by binding magic 
knots, . . . spoken of the charming of serpents.” 

(Gesenius.) Verbally, “he who binds with enchantment.” 
Secondly, a conmlter of familiar spirits is mentioned; 
that is, he who consults a sorcerer^ or a “conjurer who 
professes to call up the dead by means of incantations 
and magic formulas, in order that they may give responses 
as to doubtful or future things.” (Robinson’s Gesenius.) 
Thirdly, a wizard is forbidden; “properly, knowing^ wisel' 
No doubt referring to one who professed superhuman wis- 
dom, as to spirits. Fourthly, he speaks against a necro- 
mancer; literally, “he who searches into the dead” — ^pre- 
tends to make inquiries of departed spirits. Then verse 
12, the one next preceding our text, comes in saying, 
“For all that do these things are an abomination unto 
the Lord ; and because of these abominations the Lord 
thy God doth drive them [the heathen nations] out from 
before thee.” Here is the kind of a context, then, that 
we find in the ninth and twelfth verses inclusive, and im- 
mediately preceding the verse which teaches perfection. 
Now, omitting the thirteenth verse in its order, the four- 
teenth says, “ For these nations, which thou shalt possess, 
hearkened unto observers of times, and unto diviners ; but 
as for thee, the Lord thy God hath not suffered thee so 
to do.” 

Now, we proposed to show, first, the teaching of the 
context. This is found to be a constant prohibition of 
idolatry^ which has been briefly explained from the orig- 
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inal, for general instruction, and for seeing more perfectly 
the character and intent of the passage. This idolatry, 
of various kinds, is said — averse 12 — to be an abomina- 
tion unto the Lord,^^ etc. 

2. The place in the context, Vrhich our text occupies, 
now claims attention. If it stood either at the beginning 
or at the end of that portion of the chapter forbidding 
idolatry, which we are compelled to call its legitimate 
context, an objector might, with some slight show of 
plausibility, give it some other application. But it stands 
271 the iniddle^ having a portion of the context, which 
speaks of, and prohibits idolatry preceding it; and an- 
other part of the same context, against the same sin, suc- 
ceeding it. We now ask those w'ho hold Christian per- 
fection to be a second, internal work, if they can either 
force or ignore this passage? Are such prepared to 
maintain that Jehovah, in an express discourse against 
idolatry, in accordance with the moral law, addressing his 
priests about to he exposed to the abominations of the 
heathen, bisected that discourse, and threw in a -word, as 
to the meaning, as foreign from that of the context, as 
SHIBBOLETH -was from the tongue of an Ephraimite? 
Does not perfection here mean the observance of God^s 
moral law as opposed to idolatry? Will the reader, if 
in any way biased by incomprehensible and impracticable 
theories, endeavor candidly to consider this passage, and 
receive the truth as the Lord hath spoken it ? Should he 
feel inclined to hold to the views of fallen men as if they 
were incapable of error, and take the doctrine, as taught 
in this passage, as perfection has heretofore been held, will 
such favor us, first, with a context to his support? Will 
be, secondly, reason the proper context which opposes 
him all the way? Thirdly, will he tell us why he should 
not take this passage as a proof of his theory as well as 
other ones when the word “perfect’^ is iamim? 

If these things are not convenient for him, are we not 
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correct in saying that Christian perfection is the outward 
observance of the Divine statutes as a fruit and sign of a 
saved and covenant relation with God? Are not the 
Divine laws, as rules of action for pure-hearted and moral 
agents, absolutely necessary to the maintenance of such 
agency and purity ? For on the hypothesis of a person 
perfectly purified in heart by the Holy Spirit, as we say 
the regenerate are, placed in an ideal world, where he 
would be still pure and in constant fellowship with God, 
and where he had no law to keep, as the rule of his 
moral conduct, how could he ever fall from grace ? What 
would become of moral accountability? What of moral 
agency? Would not these be destroyed? The thing is 
inevitable, that such a world, differing from this one only 
as to the non-existence of moral law, would cause the 
pure man always to remain pure ; for where no law is 
there can be no transgression, there being no moral 
boundary to go across by a voluntary act of disobedience. 
God himself could not at any time find a single imperfec- 
tion in the man. He would not be accountable, because 
he on his part could not sin, even had he been a sinner 
in an antecedent state of being, so as to know what sin 
was, and desired then to commit it. As for God, too, he 
would have no law for the punishment of sin. Hence the 
man’s internal purity must always exist. So must his 
impeccability and unaccountability. What is our conclu- 
sion, then? It is this; 

1. Perfection, whether in Christianity or in nature, pre- 
supposes a law by which its subjects can be judged of as 
perfect, or as imperfect. 

2. Since all admit that the Holy Scriptures teach 
Christian perfection, some law therein must be the rule 
by which to determine whether one is perfect or not. 

S. The Decalogue, as the sum of the whole Divine 
will to man, must be that law. 

4. If perfection, called also entire sanctification, be an 
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inward work, the moral law being the standard by which 
it is to be adjudged, then such internal purity must have 
been obtained, and must be still retained, by obedience to 
that law, contrary to all Scripture, and so justification by 
faith is virtually rejected, and the doctrine itself, that 
man is wholly sanctified” by faith is also destroyed. 

5. The ground being about lost on which some predi- 
cate their view of the question, a perfection consisting in 
obedience to the Divine law, as the fruit of an anteced- 
ent and continual faith in God, as a natural sequel, must 
hold — which perfection is founded, (a) on the nature of 
the case, as necessary to free moral agency and account- 
abihty; (&) On the fact that the proof- texts of Scrip- 
ture, used by entire perfectionists, when critically and 
exegetically examined, do mt teach a second inward work 
of graccj but they teach invariably the fruit of regenera- 
tion as its outward sign. That is, the same proof-passages 
in our arguments are taken to prove that Christian per- 
fection is an outward work, %vith the aid of their context^^ 
that entire sanctificationists have taken to prove that it is 
an inward work and subsequent to regeneration tcitkoid 
their contexts^ and the reader is left to draw his own con- 
clusion, as to the truth of the respective positions, and as 
to the merits of the arguments on both sides. 

V. Psa. xviii, 23 : “ I was also upright ihamim^ 

perfect] before ^himmo^ with hint] him, and I kept 
myself from mine iniquity.” Here is another passage as 
proof of our position, tlmt Christian perfection is obedi- 
ence to the moral law, as the test of a regenerate soul. 

The end of the commandment is charity, agape ^ 

love^ out of a pure heart.” But the heart is made pure 
when it is regenerated; therefore, the end of the com- 
mandment is love out of a regenerate heart. These 
words of St. Paul are much like the above quotation from 
David. In this verse, the first thing demanding attention 

is to find out in what sense the Psalmist meant that he 

21 
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was jperfect — in what respect is the perfection to be under- 
stood? The true sense may be determined at once from 
the character of the Hebrew poetry, as found in the book 
of Psalms, and throughout the Bible generally. That to 
which I refer is what grammarians of the Hebrew lan- 
guage call %yno 7 iymou 8 parallelism^ “zw whieh the second 
clause is entirely, or almost a repetiton of the 
This excellent Hebrew philologist gives Psalm xxii, 23, 
as an example of this kind of parallelism^ called synon- 
ymous^ because the first clause and the second are alike 
as to meaning. The example he gives in English, thus : 

I will declare thy name to my brethren ; 

In the midst of the congregation will I praise thee.^' 

Very many instances might be given of this mode of set- 
ting forth the theological idea in different words. The 
Bible abounds with it. There is a beautiful example 
in Psa. xix, 1 : 

The heavens declare the glory of God, 

And the firmament sheweth his handy work.” 

How, any one can see, that in both these examples the 
second clause is the same in sense as the first; that 
is, in the language of our author, “A repetition of the 
first.” Ho scholar, or theologian, would presume to say 
that when the Psalmist said, ** I will declare thy name to 
my brethren,” and in the next sentence said, the 
midst of the congregation will I praise thee,” he intended 
another idea wholly foreign from the first ! In like man- 
ner, the verse under consideration is precisely of this 
sort. I would choose to translate it thus : 

T was PERFECT witb him ; 

And I kept myself from mine iniquity.” 

Does it not appear, at once, obvious that the second 
clause, kept myself from mine iniquity,” means that 

♦Dr. Nordheimer^s Critical Eeb. Grammar, Vol. ii, see. 1126. 
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he did not commit sin — ^for sin is the meaning of the 
Tord — since St. John says, ^^Sin is the transgression of 
the The only way, then, that the Psalmist could 

possibly have kept himself from his iniquity^ was to keep 
from the transgression of the moral law. It prohibits all 
iniquity ; therefore, since the passage is a “ sy7ionymous 
parallelism^^ the first clause, which says, I was perfect 
with him,"’ signifies that he was perfect as to the moral 
law; perfect in keeping himself from iniquity. He that 
will deny this is a murderer of the Hebrew style of writ- 
ing, and of the best- established authority on the manner 
of that language. He must also murder the context, 
which in this place is plain; for the two verses immedi- 
ately preceding agree with the text in two respects: 1. 
They are both instances of synonymous parallelism. 2. 
They both expressly teach that the Psalmist is speaking 
of the moral law, as the rule of his outward moral ac- 
tions, and not of perfection in that sense held by some. 
They read thus : 

For I have kept the ways of the Lord, 

And ha\^e not wickedly departed from my God .” — Verse 21. 

*'^Por all his judgments were before me. 

And I did not put away his statutes from me.”— Terse 22. 

It may be proper, also, to observe here, that the excellent 
work of Mr. Horne, his Introduction to the Study of the 
Bible/’ abridged edition, p. 108, gives this same usage of 
Hebrew poetry, under the name, Parallel Lines Grada- 
tionaV Here the reader unacquainted with Hebrew can 
see this usage exemplified. And if he has not this, he 
may find a thousand instances of it in his Bible. 

6. Prov. xi, 20 : “ They that are of a froward heart 
are abomination to the Lord : but such as are upright in 
the way [rj'iT temime dhareky perfect as to the 

way] are his delight/" 

Some Hebraists might prefer to translate this and the 
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other passages quoted containing tamhn^ so as to express 
Tv-hat is called 'nlie construct state/’ corresponding to 
the genitive of the occidental languages. Thus, the alom- 
inutioTi of tfehovcili dte the 'pewev^e or hedvti G,7id his de- 
light are the perfect of the icay. This translation would 
not be so good in this case, as it is desirable to bring out 
fully and clearly the respect wherein perfection consists. 
The phrase '' as tof which we use, is authorized by the 
most learned men. Indeed, the translators of our Bible 
in using the phrase, “ in the wayf show plainly that they 
used the same grammar rule, and general principle of 
language that we do when w’e translate as to the wcipy 
the only difference being that we use a fuller, and per- 
haps more expressive form. The grammar rules of good 
authors are full on this particular, leaving the translator 
to choose w^hat expression he may prefer. Gesenius 
says, as to the accusative case of a Hebrew noun, like to 
the Greek ‘'accusative of specification/’ “the accusative is 
employed . . . where we say, in respect to^ according 

io^ etc., and in other adverbial limitations. Gen. xli, 40, 
. , . only in respect to the throne will I be greater.’’'^ 

Our authorized version says, “m the throne f or we may 
say, as to the throne. Again: “Sometimes the first — of 
two words — is an attributive — adjective — and the follow'- 
ing concrete or abstract noun specifies it by showing w'ith 
respect to what the epithet applies . . - with an ab- 
stract noun . . . beautiful hi form and comely in as- 

pect/’ f Gen. xxix, 17. That is, beautiful “ as to form 
and comely as to aspect. It is seen, then, that the ex- 
pression, “ as to the way/’ is sanctioned by good author- 
ity. The abomination of the Lord is, therefore, the per- 
verse as to heart, but his delight are the perfect in, in 
respect to, or as to the way; that is, the man w’ho keeps 
every low of God, as the fruit and proof of justification, is 

^ KeFrew Orannnar^ by T. J. ConaDtj see, 118. 

"f Pr. Nordheimer's Hebrew Grammar, Vol. ii, see. 803, 
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perfect as to those laws. He that readeth let him un- 
derstand. Now, counting the passage in Psa. cxix, 1, 
and that concerning Enoch, we have adduced eight proof- 
texts of the ground we take in respect to Christian per- 
fection, in which the word iarnim is found, or theolog- 
ically implied ; and several other passages might be given. 
"We have also quoted several to the same effect from the 
New Testament, as viewing tamim through a Greek chan- 
nel. With these we submit the argument to the judg- 
ment of the reader, w'hose patience is now perhaps sorely 
taxed. 


ARGUMENT XII- 

DiJ TAM. 

I. PsA. xxxTii, 37 : “ Mark the perfect man, and be- 
hold the upright : for the end of that man is peace.” 

The word on, taniy perfecty here used, is thus defined 
by Gesenius in general: ‘‘Latin, integer ^ that is, tvholey 
perfect^ upright^ in a moral sense.” It has the same root 
as iamiiriy of the former argument, and there defined. 
The very nature of this passage goes to show, at once, 
that the perfection of this “perfect man” consists in his 
outward walk and in his obedience to the Divine laws. 
For he is to be 7narTcedj that is, watched^ etc., to see if he 
conducts himself according to Christian profession. 

One can easily perceive what a man is by his outward de- 
portment, but we have no way to tell what the heart is like 
apart from the outw’ard conduct, because we can not dis- 
cern spirits. “What man knoweth the things of a man?” 
Nor is it by any internal characteristic of the tree that 
we know it : “ The tree is known by its fruit.” So, when 
it is said, “ Mark the perfect man,” the meaning is that 
we are to observe his exterior life. The law of God is 
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the mirror "Vrliich reflects upoii the world the exact like- 
ness of the religious professor, whose work, if strictly 
according to the moral law, shows him to be perfect. 
The word sheinor^ marie,'' is defined, ‘Ho keep in 

view, that is, to observe, to MarhJ' Compare the "words of 
our Lord, “ Ye are the light of the world,’' “ Let jour 
light so shine,” etc. And St Paul, '‘Walk worthj of the 
vocation wherewith je are called, etc. 0, the blessedness 
of the 2 ?erfeet as to the way, the walkers in the law of 
Jehovah ! 

n. Job i, 1 : There was a man in the land of Uz, 
whose name was Job; and that man w^as perfect 
tam] and upright,” etc. 

Job’s perfection seems to have consisted in his pa- 
tient submission to the will of God, as the proof of his 
internal purity. For it is said that he “ eschewed evil ' — 
he departed from evil, as the Hebrew word means. When 
he heard of his misfortunes it is said of him, " In all this 
Job sinned not, nor charged God foolishly.” There is 
apostolic authority for saying that the perfection of J ob 
was the fruit of justification by faith. St. James writes, 
‘‘To servants of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ.” He 
addresses them : “ My brethren count it all joy when ye 
fall into divers temptations just as Job. Advancing 
further, he urges upon his brethren the absolute necessity 
of good works, as the result pf faith, as the proof of their 
justification, declaring faith to be dead if without works as 
its characteristic. 

All the circumstances and expressions in the case show 
that the apostle wrote his Epistle to those who were 
already Christians in a justified and saved relation to God. 
In the last chapter — verse 8 — ^he exhorts to patience as 
the fruit of justification. " Be ye also patient ; establish 
your hearts.” And that he may be Scriptural, and enforce 
his argument with success, he introduces the prophets as 
instances of patience, and even names Job ; Take, my 
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brethren, the prophets who have spoken in the name of 
the Lord, for an example of suffering affliction, and of 
PATIENCE. Behold, we count them happy which endure. 
Ye have heard of the patience of Job.’^ Here is patience 
taught as the fruit of faith. 

But he says, Take, my hrethren, the prophets . . . for 
an example, etc. We learn from this that the apostle 
taught, 1. Patience, 2. It was to be the fruit of their just- 
ification, as the whole drift of the Epistle shows. 3. He 
gives the account of Job for an example, 4. Therefore, 
we must conclude that Job’s patience and endurance of 
affliction were the fruits of his justification before God, 
otherwise St. James must be charged with a misapplica- 
tion of the relation which the patriarch’s patience sustained 
to theology when he refers to him as he does. But his 
perfection consisted in fearing God and departing from 
evil, as the first and eighth verses of the first chapter say. 
His departing from evil consisted, under all his distress, 
in not sinning, and in not charging God foolishly. This 
was his patience in his tribulation. And since the apostle 
mentions these as the fruit of justifying faith, for an ex- 
ample to his brethren, as represented in Job, it is con- 
clusive that his perfection consisted in patience under the 
sorest chastisements of the Almighty, and that it was 
God’s test of his justification. 

To strengthen this position concerning Job, observe that 
St. James not only speaks of him by name, but also of the 
other prophets generally, using the word prophets in the 
plural, as men “ who have spoken in the name of the 
Lord.” He tells his brethren to take them for an ex- 
ample of suffering and of patience.^’ Now, the facts in 
the history of the prophets are to this effect ; as stated by 
James, they spoke in the name of the Lord,” They 
spoke their pre^ctions as honest men, who were inspired 
of God, and who would have chosen death in preference to 
holding their peace when God had not spoken it. Under 
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the charge that God gave them from time to time, they 
rebuked Israel of old in burning language. For this 
faithful- delivery of the oracles of God through them, as 
his own mouth-pieces, they suffered, with patience, the 
reproach of unbelieving and ungodly men. Hence James 
says, “ Take them for an example of suffering affliction.” 
AH which was the fruit of their regenerated state. This 
endurance, on their part, for God’s sake, was their work 
which the apostle e.xtolled. This, and the work of Noah 
already mentioned, are very plain illustrations of the 
words of James. Noah’s building the ark is represented 
as his perfection, being a preacher or prophet of God; he 
did it while the antediluvian world neither feared nor be- 
lieved, but, no doubt, scoffed ; yet bearing all with patience, 
in the language of St. Paul, “He condemned the world” — 
be cam e heir of jestipication according to faith. What, 
therefore, the prophets did and suffered, St. James could 
not have taken, nor can we, in any other sense than as 
proof of a saved state — of justification. Herein, then, 
is the perfection of Noah, of Job, and of all the prophets. 
My brethren, “mark” such men as these. Their ACTS 
prove that they are perfect therein. 


ARGUMENT XIII. 


DDn — TAMAM. 

— T 

PSA. SIX, 13 : “ Keep back thy servant also from pre- 
sumptuous sins : let them not have dominion over me : 
then shall I be upright, and I shall be innocent from the 
great transgression.” The word QO'??, ciham, is a gram- 
matical form of tamam, above given, and is found in the 
text we quote. It is translated, “ Shall I be upright. ” 
Tamam is the Hebrew root of the two adjectives tamim 
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and iam^ last considered, the meaning of ^diich, we found, 
■was peTfecf^ and so generally translated in our version of 
the Bible, and which we have shown to be predicated of 
men who keep the commands of God as the fruit of faith. 
This verbal root Robinson’s Gesenius thus defines : “ 1. To 
complete^ to pej'fecf^ to 'finish; 2. To he finished^ ended^ to 
have an end; 3. To he consumed^ exhausted^ spent; 4. To 
he complete^ ivhole; that is, (a) In number — ^1 Sam. xvi, 
11 — jire these all thy sons'? (6) In mind — to he 'ivhole- 
mmded^ upright^ blameless, Psa. xix, 14.” (English, 13.) 

Under this fourth meaning it will be seen that our au- 
thor quotes the very passage in question. He has defined 
the two derivatives, tamim and tam^ by the word perfect.” 
Likewise this verb, their root, in No. 1 above, by our verb 
“ to perfect/^ where it is used in the active sense : it may, 
therefore, safely be taken so in the neuter sense, in which 
signification, under No. 4 above, although Gesenius has 
not used the exact phrase, to he perfect^ to define it, he 
has nevertheless employed words of equal force. In his 
definition he did not omit the phrase to he peifiect^ as if it 
was foreign to the sense, but because it was susceptible 
of a more extended definition than he happened to give it 
under No. 4. From the general meaning, therefore, of the 
verb, and the common acceptation of its two derivatives, 
we may say that it means to he perfect in No. 4, ■where 
Gesenius quotes our text; and this, too, for the same 
reason that it means to he upright^ blameless,’^ etc. We 
may then translate the Hebrew thus : Also from ptmimpU 
nous sins Tceep hack the servant of fhee^ let them not rule 
over me; then shall I be fekfect, and I shad he innocent 
from much transgression. 

We may now observe, 1. The Psalmist prays that he 
may be kept from presumptuous sins, and that they may 
not have dominion over him. But to be kept from sin- 
ning is to be kept from the violation of the moral law; 
for St. Paul would not have kno'wn sin bad not that law 
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said, ''Thou shalt not covet.” The prayer is, then, in 
substance, that he may be kept from breaking any of the 
ten commandments ; for every sin, whether in thought, 
word, or deed, will come under one of these, and may be 
truly termed a presumptuoics, a haughty^ or an arrogant 
sin. 2. His conclusion is also brought in, that he will 
then U perfect The Hebrew ?«, 'as — here translated 
"then” — is an illative particle, and means therefore,' ’ 
" on that account" Keep back thy servant from presumpt- 
uous sins, let them not have dominion over yne; ON that 
ACCOUNT shall I be perfect, etc. Or, if taken as a par- 
ticle of time, as, perhaps, it is regarded by our translation 
of the Bible, it means then, thereupon, after that Indeed, 
this latter is the safer sense, we think, of the word as used 
in our text. That is, as soon as God, in answer to his 
prayer, grants him grace, and enables him to keep the 
Divine law, after that he will be perfect We can not fail 
to see that his innocence and perfection are made to de- 
pend upon his being kept back from sinning. They are 
made consequences of this circumstance, both as to time 
and as to natural effect. We learn from this that the 
Psalmist looked upon his perfection as a result of legal 
obedience, as a proof of the regenerate state, in which gra- 
cious condition we have every reason to believe that he 
already was, as the words " thy servant,” the fact of his 
praying, of his devout desires, of his being the hard of 
Israel, must imply. The tenor of his prayer was that 
God would keep him pure in heart, and that his perfec- 
tion, as to his daily walk, might remain. Take notice: 
he did not pray for perfection as a thing not at all in his 
possession, but he prays as one already possessed of in- 
nocence and perfection, and prays for God to KEEP him 
such. Both the request of his prayer and the result of 
it contemplate futurity. 

Moreover, let the reader observe a few facts : 1. That 
the verb tamam Is many times used in Scripture to ex- 
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press the perfecting or completing of- some outward, vis- 
ible, every-day act, but never in the sense of perfecting the 
act of cleansing the heart. Never is it used morally of 
such an internal work. Thus it is employed to “ accoji- 
PLisn a diligent search.” Psa. Ixiv, 6. In the phrase 
“Passed clean over Jordan” — Josh, iii, 17 — the Hebrew 
reads perfected to pass over. “ When they had done cir- 
cumcising all the people.” J osh. v, 8. Hebrew : When 
all the people perfected to he circumcised. “ Until he 
had FINISHED all the house.” 1 Kings vi, 22. “ The work 
of the pillars finished.” 1 Kings vii, 22. “ Consume 
the flesh” — ^Ezek. xxiv, 10 — ^that is, perfect it in cooking. 
So we might add many other examples. The idea of to 
perfect and of perfecting surely does not necessarily enter 
into that of to purify morally and of moral purification. 
It is the idea of completeness, of perfecting, of finishing, 
in the sense of coming up to a given or implied rule or 
standard of perfection or completeness, that is signified 
by this verb and all its kindred, and its corresponding 
ones in the Greek, wherever found in the Bible. It is not 
the idea of malting pure. Hence, Robinson’s Gesenius 
does not give the sense of to purify morally, or any thing 
of that sort, once in the definition of this verb, or any 
of its derivatives. Mark this! 

2. Observe that Job uses it in the very sense in which 
our argument holds, when he says, “Thou makest thy 
ways perfect.” Job xxii, 3. “With an upright man thou 
wilt shew thyself upright.” Psa. xviii, 25. Hebrew: 
With a perfect man thou wHt shew thysdf perfect. “ To 
deed uprightly with any one,” (Gesenius.) This verlv 
therefore, means, in a religious sense, to keep the moral 
law unto exactness, as these passages show — ^not to cleanse 
morallv. Regeneration does this. 
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ARGUMENT XIV. 


The definition of tliis verb — TcadJiasli, to sanctify — ^has 
already been quoted, as given by Gesenius, verbatim^ in 
Argument X, objection 2. It need not be repeated. If 
the reader desire to examine for himself, with the proof- 
passages in their places under each head of that defini- 
tion, he will please turn to it, and carefully take his Bible 
and search for the English reading in each place. When 
he finds the word to sanctify in the English, let him see 
if he can not take another definition, of kindred meaning 
as found under the same division or species of Gesenius’s 
definition, and substitute that other meaning for the word 
sanctify. Then let him observe carefully the context, and 
see to what the sanctity indicated by the verb is opposed ; 
whether to ceremonial or moral impurity ; whether to a 
mere disregard for some person or thing ceremonially set 
apart, or to the corruptions of the human soul; then he 
will see the exact sense in which it is to be taken, as 
found in our version of the Bible. 

For illustration : Suppose in looking at the definition, 
as quoted in Argument X, under the PlEL species, the 
eye rests on a reference to Lev. xxi, 8, there recorded; 
take the English Bible and turn to this place, and you 
find these words, Thou shalt sanctify him therefore, for 
he ofiereth the bread of thy God; he shall be holy unto 
thee; for I the Lord, which sanctify you, am holy.” 
Here you see the word sanctify is found twice, both in 
the PiBL species. Now, search under that species or form 
of this word so found in the definition, and you find it 
means to hold sacred^ to regard and treat as holy sub- 
stitute this meaning, in the passage in hand, for the word 
sanctify^ and it reads thus : Thou shalt hold him [the 



aeg. xit.] pekfectiox and sanctification. 253 

priest] mcredy therefore, ... for I the Lord, -which 
hold you sacred^ am holy.” Now, please examine the 
context, and you will also see that it is a priest that is 
spoken of, and not the heart of man, as receiving a work 
of sanctification subsequently to regeneration, in the one 
instance, and that in the other where God is represented 
as the one who sanctifies his people, that sanctification 
consists, simply, in his holding them sacred^ in his regard- 
ing and treating them as holy, merely as opposed to the 
heathen nations whom he did not so regard. “Jacob 
have I loved, hut Esau have I hated.” This illustration 
\Nill suffice for all other cases; for, as before said, every 
place in the Hebrew Bible where this verb is found, it has 
a certain one of the grammatical forms, as given in the 
Lexicon of Gesenius, and so must come under its respect- 
ive form or species to be defined. But our author no 
where defines this verb as synonymous with the work of 
quickening a soul dead in trespasses and sins ; no where 
in the sense of regenerating the soul; no vrliere in the 
sense of taking away sin, or of purifying the soul; no 
where in the sense of forming the Divine image in the 
heart Therefore, it does not mean to cleanse the heart 
by what is called entire sanctification, any where in the 
Hebrew Bible. Then, dear reader, as to the meaning of 
this word, let the words of the Preacher comfort thee: 
“Be not righteous over much; neither make thyself over 
wise; why shouldest thou destroy thyself?”* The Hebrews 
had another word to indicate purity of heart, that is, to 
cleanse; namely, "ihd, taher, which means to cleanse 
physically, Levitically, and morally. Bavid used this 
word morally when he said, “Purge me with hyssop and 
I shall be clean;” and Ezekiel in his prediction of Mes- 
siah’s kingdom : “ Then will I sprinkle clean water upon 
you, and YE SHALL BE CLEAN ; from all your filthiness and 
from all your idols will I cleanse you.” 

* Eeel. vii , 16. 
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From the verb Jcadhash we have the noun kodheshy 
holiness^ sanetity^^ and we have no idea that it is any 
■where used in the Hebrew Scriptures in the sense of 
moral and internal purity. Our Hebrew lexicographer 
gives it no such signification 5 but it is used to indicate 
outward sanctity, as opposed to the violation of any of 
the Divine laws which the Jews were required to keep. 
Further mention of this noun is unnecessary. 


ARGUMENT XV. 

— KADHOSH. 

This adjective is also derived from the verb Jcadhash^ 
to sanctify^ or more properly, to make Tioly^ and it signifies 
holy. Gesenius thus defines it : Soly^ sacred^ sanctus^ 
dytiK^ dyvog^ properly, pure, clean, free from the defilement 
of vice, idolatry, and other impure and profane things ; 
opposed is q:n, (hhaneph,) impure, profaned 
‘‘In fixing the primitive signification of this word, the 
following are classical passages; Lev. xi, 43, sq. — that 
is, uqmm, following — ^w’here, after the law respecting 
unclean meats, it is said, ye shall not pollute yourselves 
with these, that ye slioidd he defiled thereioiih; 44 . . . 

and be ye holy — sanctus, pure— /or I am holy, verse 45. 
So xix, 2, and xx, 26, where the same formula, he ye holy, 
for I am holy, is placed at the beginning and end of a 
section — c. [that is, caput, chapter] xix, 20 — containing 
various laws against fornication, adultery, incest, idolatry, 
and other like crimes. In Dent, xxiii, 15, after the law 
for removing human filth out of the camp, it is added, 
For Jehomh thy Ood walketh in the midst of thy camp; 
. , . wherefore let thy camp he holy — sanctus, clean — 

that he — God — behold no unclean thing in thee, and turn 
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aimij from thee. In a sense somewhat varied it is applied, 
(a) To God as abhorring every kind of impurity both 
physical and moral ; see Lev. 11. cc. ; also as the avenger 
of right and justice ; Psa. xxiv, 4, compare verses 2, 3 ; 
Isa. vi, 3, compare verse 5, sq. ; and as the object of fear 
and reverence to men ; Psa. xcix, 3-9, cxi, 9, where it is 
coupled with nora — that is, fearful, deserving rev- 
erence. Sometimes God is called . . . holy . . . 

spoken of pious men, who are pure and clean from the 
defilement of guilt and sin, so far as it is possible for err- 
ing mortals, Isa. iv, 3 ; then the people of Israel who were 
hound to abstain from, and avoid every kind of impurity. 
Lev. xi, 43-45, xix, 2, see above.” Such is the definition 
verbatim of Gesenius, except where the marks of omission 
are given, and one or two words explained in parenthesis, 
and some abbreviations written in full. The words omitted 
do not appear to pertain to this argument in any way. It 
seems the w^ord means holy in its best, most handy, and 
usual signification. 

The question to be decided now is, in what does this 
holiness consist when predicated of man ? If we take the 
passage above referred to, which Gesenius says is class- 
ical,” as to “ fixing the primitive signification,” we can 
easily arrive at the sense in which a man is to be holy. 
*^Ye shall not make yourselves abominable with any 
creeping thing that creepeth, neither shall ye make your- 
selves unclean with them, that ye should be defiled there- 
by. For I am the Lord your God; ye shall therefore 
sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy ; for I am holy ; 
neither shall ye defile yourselves with any manner of 
creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. For I am 
the Lord that brought you up out of the land of Egypt, 
to be your God; ye shall therefore be holy, for I am 
holy” 

There is no metaphysical argument needed to show that 
according to the sense of this Scripture, holiness, as 
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applied to man, consists in not making himself abominable 
with any creeping thing/’ instead of a sanctity or rather 
piirity---of heart above that of regeneration. The verb 
to sanctify^ also, ih Lev. xi, 44, is in the Hithpa hel 
species, and means to show one’s self holy ; that is, pure 
from guilt, to sanetify ones self. Lev. xi, 44.” So reads 
Gresenius, quoting the very passage in his definition- 
What is expressed in the adjective lioly^ is expressed in 
its root, the verb, which, in this case, means an act done 
by man himself, and not an act by the Holy Spirit, who 
would be the necessary agent if the holiness here incul- 
cated means entire sanctification, as used by some; but 
the act is to slioiv one^s self holy in the external observance 
of the Divine law. It is worthy of the closest observa- 
tion, that in Lev. xi, 44, our Hebrew verb is found and is 
translated, Ye shall sanctify yourselves.” So do we find 
the adjective derived from it, and it is translated holy.” 
Take notice, also, that the adjective ^'holy” is applied to 
the Jews in this instance, to qualify them as being in a 
certain moral condition, represented in the passage as the 
Tesult or ejfeet of a certain antecedent act as the cause of 
that effect, which act is that of sanctifying themselves^ or 
shelving themselves holy^ by the abhorrence of every exter- 
nal, tangible object that was filthy to a Jew, according to the 
Divine law. Any convenient English verb with its kindred 
adjective will illustrate this. Take, for example, the verb to 
free. If an individual free himself he performs a reflex- 
ive act upon himself. As the result or effect thereof, we 
say he is a free man. The adjective free describes him 
as in a certain condition of being, made so by the action 
of the verb iofree, Kow, according to entire sanctifica- 
tionists, the Holy Spirit is the agent by whom men are 
sanctified, as an inward work ; but since the verb kadhash^ 
to make lioly^ does not mean to take away sin from the 
hearty to say that a holy man means one every whit pure 
as to heart, in itself as a word, instead of the mere exter- 
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nal sign of such an inward purity, is as unreasonable and 
as inaccurate as to say that the Holy Spirit freed the per- 
son who freed himself, granting such freedom to pertain to 
some temporal act done by mere strategy. 

Besides this, the etymology of the Hebrew adjective 
Tioly^ as coming from a verb which does not express the 
act by which the heart is purified, teaches the very same 
sentiment. The adjective kadhoshj holy^ is an infinitive 
form of the verb — its root. And, “ the infinitive in 
Hebrew is a noun of action, expressing the abstract idea 
of the verb.’’^ Compare, also, the corresponding Greek 
words Jiagiazo^ to make lioly^ and dyioq^ JiagioB^ 

Twly^ the former of which, “ in the New Testament,’’ says 
Dr. Robinson, means “properly to render dyww” holy. 
Observe, also, that a Greek verb whose stem ends in 
az, is imitative in signification, like Doricczo, to 

live^ talk, sing, or dress like the Dorians.”t Now, apply 
this imitative idea of these corresponding words to those 
of the Hebrew, as found in Lev. xi, 44, where God says, 
“Sanctify yourselves, and ye shall be holy: fob i am 
HOLY,” and we find that the Hebrew idea of holiness is 
that of imitation of the Divine character, and is external in 
this case, as clearly taught; because, by the words under 
consideration, the internal is not indicated any further than 
the fruit supposes and implies the inward work in God’s 
people. 

Since the science of language is in our favor, those 
who may be disposed to object to our etymological argu- 
ments, because some have attributed “uncertainty” to 
such reasoning, would do well to bear in mind that we 
use the laws of grammars and lexicons strictly, and the 
fact of these being in our favor is wholly incidental^ and 
ought to count some^ at least, in the scale of reason, lest 
we not only become infidel ^ the Bible, but to the very 


*Dr. Nordheimer’s Hebrew Orammar, Vol. i, sec. 166. 
t Crosby’s Greek Grammar, J 318 c. 

22 
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language in which it was written. Again : Lev. xix, 1,2: 
^^And the Lord spake unto Moses saying, Speak unto all 
the congregation of the children of Israel, and say unto 
them, Ye shall be holy; for I the Lord your God am 
holy.” In this passage the same doctrine is found. In 
what sense is this holiness on the part of the children of 
Israel to he taken ? In what respect are we to understand 
it? Is it an extra purity of heart greater than that of 
regeneration, or is it something else? The facts show 
that it is the latter ; for, 

1. Gesenius, speaking of this adjective in this particu- 
lar passage, says that it was spoken “of the people of 
Israel, who were bound to abstain from and avoid every 
kind of impurity.” 

2. The context bears ample testimony to its being an 
observance of the Divine laws. In verse 3, the fear of 
parents is inculcated ; “ Ye shall fear every man his mother 
and his father.” And the Sabbath is mentioned: “Keep 
my Sabbaths.” In verse 4 idolatry is forbidden: “Turn 
ye not unto idols, nor make to yourselves molten gods.” 
Verse 11: “Ye shall not steal, neither deal falsely, nei- 
ther shalt thou profane the name of thy God : I am the 
Lord.” Verse 13: “Thou shalt not defraud thy neigh- 
bor, neither rob him.” So "we might go on till the pa- 
tience of the reader would be exhausted, to show that 
the context in this chapter teaches that holiness consists 
in keeping the moral law, that it comprises the words of 
the Lord who is represented as speaking to Moses and 
commanding him to tell the children of Israel to he 
“ holy,” and then proceeds to tell him in what this holi- 
ness consists — a very important point indeed — wherein he 
mentions several commands of the Decalogue distinctly, 
as above quoted, with some of the ceremonial laws also, 
so that their holiness was to consist in obedience to all 
the commands of God^ whatsoever thosh commands may 
have been. 
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3. Another argument for this view of hoUnesSj on the 
part of the Jews, is founded on the authority of an in- 
spired apostle: ^‘"Wherefore gird up the loins of your 
mind, be sober, and hope to the end for the grace that is 
to be brought unto you at the revelation of Jesus Christ; 
as obedient children not fashioning yourselves according 
to the former lusts in your ignorance: but as he which 
hath called you is holy, so be ye holy in all manner of 
conversation: because it is written, Be ye holy; for I am 
holy.” 1 Pet. i, 13-16. In this passage Peter uses the 
very words quoted in Leviticus, and the context shows 
that he is speaking of the moral duties of those who are 
already Christians, representing those duties as the fruits 
of their Christianity, and as being in accordance with the 
Divine commands. He forbids them going back, “ Fash- 
ioning yourselves according to the former lusts in your 
ignorance; but as he w'hich hath called you is holy, 
so be ye holy in all manner op conversation.” That 
is, “ MODE OF LIFE, CONDUCT, DEPORTMENT.” (Greenfield.) 

“Converse, manner of life, walk, conduct.” (Dr. 
Robinson.) Such, therefore, is the teaching of the Old 
Testament, as supported by the New, that T-vhen a man is 
called “ holy,” this adjective which cpalifies him as such 
has reference to his mode or vianner of life, his walk or 
conduct, and not to his inward spiritual condition in the 
sense of what some have called entire sanctification. And 
be it observed once for all, that since this is the meaning 
of the word “holy” in the Hebrew, and since the Sep- 
tuagint constantly uses the Greek word a/mg, hagioB, as 
the equivalent for the Hebrew standing at the head of this 
argument, and since the New Testament invariably uses 
the Greek Tiagios, in the same sense, and in quoting 
the passages of the Old Testament, as above seen, where 
the word is found, it never should have been, in our hum- 
ble judgment, translated by the word in the New 

Testament, inasmuch as there is a great want of consistency 
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of translation by so doing, since a holy man ^in the 
sense above contended for— in the Old Testament dispen- 
sation, and a holy man, as our version has it in Peter, 
above quoted, are the same, the one passage of Leviticus 
absolutely incorporated into both, and translated alike, 
and we think correctly and consistently in both places. 
But why should it be translated “ mini in so many other 
places, when holy and holy ones could just as well be used ? 
Then we would understand by the term the same thing 
from beginning to end of the Bible, namely, a consistent 
Church relation, consisting in the detestation of all that 
would defile, and in such a manner of life, as to the moral 
law and ecclesiastical usage, as God would be pleased with, 
and that good men would approve. God’s meaning is, 
throughout the whole Bible, that his peoyle, of whatever 
dispensation, must not contaminate themselves with the 
filthy and idolatrous natioils, who are not his, by doing 
any of their deeds. Dr. Hibbard, in defining the words 
sanctify, etc., makes some very sensible remarks. For 
the present we take a very short extract. He says: 

The words sanctified, unclean, and holy, therefore, are 
to be understood, not in a dvd, or a moral, but in a cere- 
monial sense. In order to understand the import of these 
terms, in this connection, [he is writing on 1 Cor, vh, 14,] 
we must go back to Jewish usage, for the apostle uses 
these words here in their Levitical sense. It is true he 
was writing to a Christian Church in Greece, and that he 
employed the Greek language, but the subject was one 
of Hebrew origin, and the terms were employed in strict 
conformity to Hebrew use.’’^ 

Now, Dr. Hibbard has here said what is applicable to 
these words on which he writes wherever they occur in 
the New Testament. They are all Sebrew words in sig- 
nijication, and used as such in the Christian dispeJisation, 
as we will see more and nfiore the further we examine them, 

* Cliristiaii Baptism, p. 12d. 
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It is enough to say that our authors on sanctification 
have actually used the above quoted passage from Peter 
as a proof, in some way, of their peculiar view of the 
question. Rev. Richard Watson uses it in his Theolog- 
ical Dictionary, Article Sanctification, where he, how- 
ever, rather gives it a turn in our favor, but quoting it a 
second time in his definition, he evidently uses it in sup- 
port of an imoard work, which, on a fair exegesis, is not 
tenable, taking the apostle’s meaning as the context 
presents it, and his sense, as found in Leviticus, which 
he quotes. Dr. Peck also quotes the words, either of 
Leviticus or Peter — for he gives no reference — in the 
Tvords, “Be ye holy,” on page 185 of his book, where he 
is arguing with the Calvinist, in favor of His view of the 
subject, as to its attainableness in this life; therefore, he, 
too, has misapplied the passage. How strange it is that 
our good authors, as I have before objected, have utterly 
overlooked the context in all their writings about what 
they call entire sanctification and Christian perfection! 
Scarcely ever have they observed it. I think Mr. Wes- 
ley, in the “Plain Account,” never; Mr. Watson, in 
his ^‘Institutes,” never; and Dr. Peck, perhaps, a little, 
in the forepart of his book ; but as for the rest, we think, 
he has quoted his proofs without proper care. 

Here, as by regular steps, we pass out of the Hebrew, 
and of the Old Testament, and more particularly confine 
our arguments to the New, except by way of reference, 
calling the reader’s attention to the fact, that we have 
absolutely failed to find the verb to sanctify^ referring to 
the moral act of cleansing the heart, and have also failed 
to find the noun holinesB in such a sense of inward purity, 
as well as the adjective holy^ to qualify such a condition 
of heart. Here we close our Kadhosh Argument. 
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ARGUMENT XVI. 


— ^HAGIOS. 

This ■word, as shown from the Epistle of St. Peter, in 
our last argument, is applied to an individual to designate 
him as Tiohj in the sense of keeping the revealed will of 
God as the fruit of justification, or, in a more extended 
sense, of a covenant relation, an ecclesiastical relation, as 
opposed to heathens who have no Church rites. 

We find it applied in the New Testament to a great 
many objects, such as things, angels, covenant, Father, 
Soriptures, hands, mount, etc. In this argument we will 
use it where it is applied to men only. “For Herod 
feared John, knowing that he was a just man and an 
holy ”—7tezp low. Luke vi, 20. Now, John the Baptist 
was a just man, and Herod knew it, and as a fruit of his 
justified state, he was holy as to law, he did the will of 
God ; for, he was “ a man sent from God he came “ to 
bear witness of the Light.” “ As he spake by the mouth 
of his holy [fytov, }iagion\ prophets, which were since 
the world began.” Luke i, 70. Here the word is ap- 
plied to the “prophets.” But they were men of the 
Jewish period — they “ have been since the world began.” 
In that period they were required to keep the moral 
law — all the moral and ceremonial commands of God, as a 
proof and sign of a saved state, of their profession be- 
fore God. This has already been shown to be perfection, 
or holiness. Therefore, when the term “ holy ” is used to 
qualify the word “ prophets,” it designates them as men 
walking in the commandments — ^living according to the 
Divine precepts, as an evddence, not only of regeneration, 
hut also of their being God’s people, as opposed to 
heathens, who were not. 

“ As it is written in the law of the Lord, every male 
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that openeth the 'W'omh shall be called holy to the Lord.” 
Luke ii, 23. Here the ^ori ^^holy” is predicated of a 
child. This is by a quotation from the Mosaic law — 
Ex. xiii, 1, 2 — “ And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, 
Sanctify unto me all the first-born, whatsoever openeth 
the womb among the children of Israel, both of man and 
of beast; it is mine.” Now, the word “sanctify,” in this 
quotation from Exodus, when examined in the Hebrew, 
is found in the Piel species; it is quoted by Gesenius, 
under that division of the verb sinjj, Jcadhashy to make 
holy^ and is defined in these words : “ To comecrate . . * 
the first-born.” Ex. xiii, 2. 

At the time of the birth of our Lord this Mosaic law 
was in force; hence, in view of Jewish usages, Christ is 
called “her first-born,” and mention is made of “the days 
of her purification according to the law of Moses which 
veere observed and “accomplished” before “they brought 
him to Jerusalem to present him to the Lord.” Verse 22. 
But this presentation of him to the Lord was “ as it is 
written in the law of the Lord,” which law says, “ Sanc- 
tify unto me all the first-born;” and since Gesenius de- 
fines this “ to eoTiBecrate^' and since the sanctification 
was to be done by man^ as a Divine command to him, and 
not by the Almighty, and -was to extend to the first-born 
of the BEAST, as well as to human beings, the conclusion 
is inevitable that, w'hen it is said Jesus “shall be called 
HOLY unto the Lord,” it means he shall he the one come- 
crated to the Lord. This is absolutely demonstrated by 
the use of another word of similar or synonymous mean- 
ing in the twelfth verse, where the command is repeated, 
“ Thou shalt set apart unto the Lord all that openeth 
the matrix.” The word “ set apart,” here, is “ cause to 
pass over/’ in the marginal reading of our Bibles. This 
marginal reading is correct. It is the Hiph” hil of the 
verb '^51', 'habhar^ to pass over; and in this species 
means to caiise to prnSy which is equal to “ to hring^ spec. 
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to offer^ as in sacrifice, to coTisecrate [to God.] Ex. xiii, 
12.’’ Here our author brings out the same meaning, 
to consecrate. The parent causes the first-born to pass over 
to God, because he has said, ‘^It is mine.” A surrender 
of it is made to him. This act of passing the first-born 
over to God is the act by which it was sanctified or con- 
secrated. Therefore, fair reasoning from the Scripture 
shows that holy ” in our text means consecrated, 

“Else were your children unclean, but now are they 
HOLT.” 1 Cor. vii, 14. ^^Mse your children would have 
been brought up heathens, whereas now they are Chris- 
tians.” (Wesley’s Note.) The uncleanness mentioned, 
therefore, is that of heathenism as opposed to Judaism, 
since the Jews considered the heathens unclean, and the 
word “AoZy” is opposed to the idea of what the Jew’s 
called Gommon ^^ — to that uncleanness which the Jewish 
religion held to characterize the heathen. Dr. Hibbard, 
in Ws work on baptism, argues the meaning of the word 
“ holy,” in this passage, to a considerable length. I think 
he is correct. The sum of his meaning may be had in 
these words, “ I can not, perhaps, render the sense of the 
passage more obvious to the reader than by the following : 

^ Else were your children pagans : but now are they [reck- 
oned] holy seed.’ Again, Dr. Hibbard adopts the fol- 
lowing words from Pool’s Annotations, by one of the 
“ continuators ” of that work : “ These are those that are 
called holy^ not as inwardly and sanctified, but as rela- 
tively, in the same sense that all the Jewish nation were 
called holy people?^\ 

Again, in speaking of the words unclean and 7^oZy, in 
1 Cor. vii, 14, Dr. Hibbard says, “But let us more directly 
inquire into the meaning of the words unclean and holy, 
^Axddaproq, unclean, according to Schleusner, signifies that 
which is prohibited by the Mosaic laiv^ or from which the 
people of God were required to separate themselves. He 
* Christian Baptism, p. 131. f lb. p. 132. 
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represents it as often used to denote a pagan^ an alien 
from the loorship of the true Gody or one who does not 
belong to the people of God or to the society of Christians. 
It is tWs last sense we attach to the word in the passage 
in question; namely, alien from the true ivorship of 

God^ etc. So, also, Dr. Robinson says the word is ^ spohen 
of persons who are not Jews^ or toho do not belong to the 
Christian community/ and cites this very passage, among 
others, in proof. Groves defines it thus : Impure^ imclean, 
defiled unfit for receiving the rites of religionr'^ 

Now, observe, this is the meaning given by the Doctor, 
and proved by good authority, of the word unclean^ which, 
in the passage he is examining, is opposed to holy; there- 
fore, the word holy must mean simply a Christian^ or one 
favored %cith the benefits of the Christian Church and 
Christian communion, as it respects external privileges and 
relations to God, as opposed to what the condition of tlm 
Gentiles was before they were brought in and the middle 
wall of partition broken down. 

But we will hear Dr. Hibbard further, since his views 
are exactly to our purpose, and since his work on baptism 
is a standard in our Church, and since he is a good rea- 
soner and original thinker. He continues, “In Acts x, 
14, 28, axdnapzo:;, akathartos, is used to designate a Gen- 
tile, or ^ a man of another nation ’ besides the J ews. Thus 
it is elsewhere used. So Isa. lii, 1: ^For henceforth 
there shall no more come to thee [Jerusalem] the uncir- 
cumcised and the unclean/ dxdOaprot* Here the 

words unclean and midrcumeised are perfectly synony- 
mous, and apply to one and the same description of per- 
sons; namely, all who were not Jews — all who were not 
in covenant with God. So, also, an unclean or pollute I 
land is a land inhabited by pagans, or idolaters. Thus 
Amos 'vii, 17 : ^ And thou [Israel] shalt die in a polluted 
or unclean land, dxddapro^. This ^ polluted land * 

* ChrisUan Baptism, p. 

2S 
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was Assyria. It was in contradistinction from all such 
idolatrous or pagan countries that Canaan was called the 
‘ Holy Land.’ When Paul warned the Corinthians to have 
no religious intercourse and fellowship with ‘idolaters,’ 
‘ infidels,’ and such like persons, who were enemies of God 
and aliens from the true kingdom, he says, ‘Touch not 
the ^axdffaflTO’j, ah 7 f 7 mr^o?i] unclean person.’ 2 Cor. vi, 17. 
Our Englisli version reads ^things;" but this is unques- 
tionably an error. The apostle was not speaking of things^ 
but of penonB \Yith whom it was not lawful for a Christian 
to hold any religious fellowship, and he denominates them 
unclea?!, using the same word that is used in 1 Cor. vii, 14. 
It is plain, therefore, that when the apostle says, ^ Else 
were your children xinclean^^ it is in perfect accordance 
with the usus loquendi to understand him to say, ‘ Else 
were your children pagans^ without the covenant.’ This 
sense, the advance in his argument and the nature of his 
subject require us to understand. We are confirmed in 
this sense, further, by the force of the next clause, ^Now 
are they Tioly.^ holy^ is here used in conti’ast with 

axdOapToq^ uncleayi, A holy person, in the language of the 
text, is the exact opposite of an unclean person, and vice 
vena. If an unclean person is the same as a heathen^ the 
holy person is a Ghristian, We have seen that the word 
sanctified^ as applied to an unbeliever, in the former part 
of the verse, is restricted in its sense by the nature of 
the subject, to signify merely the abolishment of Jewish 
ceremonial distinctions, with regard to clean and unclean 
persons, so as to render it now lawful for a believer and 
unbeliever to dwell together in marriage union, or in any 
other relation innocent in itself. This is perfectly plain. 

^“^But the nature of the subject does not bind us to fix 
the same limited construction on the term holy in the 
concluding part of the passage, and wc appeal to the nat- 
ural force of the apostle’s argument, and the general 
Scriptural use of the term, in support of the sense above 



Arg, xyl] perfection and sanctification. 


267 


given. I \Till give the reader some examples of the use 
of this word in Scripture. ]\Iatt. xxvii, 52 : ^ And many 
bodies of the \dY(o>y, kagioii] saints that slept arose.’ 
Acts ix, 13: ^Ananias answered, Lord, I have heard by 
many of this man, [Saul,] how much evil he hath done to 
thy liagiois\ saints at Jerusalem.’ See, also, 

chap, xxvi, 10. Acts ix, 32: ^ Peter came down also to 
the [dyCoDc, liagious\ saints that dwell at Ljdda,’ Terse 
41 : ‘ And when he had called the saints, and wid- 

ows, he presented her alive.’ Rom. i, 7 : ^ Grace to all 
that be in Rome , . . called to be hagiois] 

sainfsJ Rom. xv, 25: ^But now^ I go unto Jerusalem 
to minister unto the [dy:o:i^ saints,' Terse 26: ^Por it 
hath pleased them of Macedonia ... to make a 
contribution for the poor [d^rWv] saints at Jerusalem.’ 
See also verse 31. Rom. xvi, 2 : ‘ That ye receive her 
[Phebe] in the Lord as becometh saints’ — that is, 

O/mstians. Verse 15; ‘Salute . . . all the [aywjq^ 
saints/ etc. 1 Cor. i, 2: ‘ . . . to them that are 

. . . called saints ’ — ^that is, Christians. Chap, 

vi, 1 : ‘ Dare any of you - . . go to law before the 

unjust, and not before the [dyciwv] saints T — that is, Chris- 
tians,, the memhers of the Glmreh, Chap, xiv, 33 : " God 
is the author of peace, as in all the churches of the 
saiyifs' — Christians. Chap, xvi, 1: ‘Now concerning the 
collection for the [d/cou?] saints' — that is, Christians^ 
Church memhers, who are poor. See also verse 15 ; 2 
Cor. i, 1 ; viii, 4 ; ix, 1, 12. 2 Cor. xiii, 13 ; ‘ All the 

saints [Christians] salute you.’ 

“ Besides these passages cited, the word occurs, where it 
is translated saints, about forty-one times in the New 
Testament; the signification in all these places being 
substantially the same. Here, also, I wish the reader to 
understand and appreciate the corroborating testimony 
drawn from the use of the corresponding Hebrew words. 
I have before mentioned that although the apostles spoke 
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for the most part, and wrote wliolly in the foreign Greek 
dialect, still they were Hebrews, educated in the Jewish 
religion and customs, and accustomed to think and to 
speak according to the Hebrew idiom. Hence they sought 
out and employed those Greek words that more fitly con- 
veyed Hebrew ideas, and hence we often are obliged to 
resort to the use of certain Hebrew words that were used 
to express the same idea, in order fully to establish the 
sense of the New Testament language. ""Aycog, (Jiagios^ 
holg, says Dr. Eobinson, ‘is used every- where, in the 
Septuagint, for Bhp, Tcodesh^ and kadoBh. Hence, the 
ground idea is pure^ clean/ (Greek and English Lexi- 
icon, art. 

“Take a few examples. Exod. xix, 6: ‘Te shall be 
to me a holy nation’ — sJfnp, dyiov — that is, a nation of 
saints^ a consecrated nation. Exod. xxii, 31: ‘And ye 
shall be holy men unto me’ — ^5?7p, — that is, ye 

shall be saints^ consecrated men. See, also. Lev. xi, 44, 
45; Num. xvi, 3, ei alibi. The Israelites were declared 
a holy people^ not because they were all morally holy — 
far from it; but because, by profession, they belonged to 
God, who had separated them from all other nations, and 
sanctified them unto himself by external rites ; because 
they professed the true religion, which many among them 
really attained in an illustrious degree; and because ‘to 
them were committed the oracles of God,’ ‘the covenant,’ 
^ and the giving of the law and the promises.’ They even 
regarded themselves as holy. Thus they called themselves, 
as in Ezra ix, 2, ‘ The holy seed [is?np, have min- 

gled themselves with the people of those lands.’ So, 
also, Daniel calls them — chap, viii, 24, and xii, 7. I do 
not wish needlessly to multiply examples of the use of 
these words, but I know not how to lay before the more 
uninformed reader a just view of the argument, without 
furnishing at least those above adduced. Nothing can be 
more plain, as appears from the examples adduced, and 
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from the general face of Scripture usage, that ay:o^^ Itagm^ 
and its corresponding Hebrew, s^ip, 'kodesh^ and synjj, 
hadoshj when used substantively, signify a tvorshiper of 
God; a pe?*son set apart^ or devoted fo religion^ either by 
spiritual sanctification, or external ordinances ; a person tvho 
belongs to the comnnmity of the trice worshipers of God, as 
distinguished from an idolater, or an irreligious person; 
a member of the Ohiirch of God; a saint; a Christ iaiu 
hagios^ then, is frequently used in the New Testa- 
ment in a sense exactly sjmonymous with Church member^ 
as every person knows who has examined the subject; 
and it is a word which is never applied to an unbaptized 
or uncircumcised person. It is in this sense that I con- 
ceive it to be used in 1 Cor. vii, 14. When, in that pas- 
sage, children are declared to be hagia^ they are de- 
clared to be in that state which is exactly contrary to 
paganism or Gentilelsm. But what is that state which is 
exactly opposite to Gentileism? It is Christian Church 
membership. The unclean person was an alien from the 
law and the covenant — a Gentile. The Jews were called 
the holy, the clean; and after them the Christians were 
also called the holy, the clean, or the saints. The members 
of the Christian Church "were the saints, and the saints 
were the members of the Christian Church. 

“When, therefore, Paul affirms that those children who 
had one parent a believer and the other an unbeliever, 
were not ^ imclean^ but saints, he is unquestionably 
to be understood as affirming that they were not mere 
Gentiles — ^aliens from the covenant — ^ but fellow-citizens 
with the saints, and of the household of God.’ All the 
parts of the apostle’s argument conspire to establish this 
meaning; and the antithesis employed and indicated in the 
word dxdeapTo^, (akathaHos,) unclean, demands it, for the 
contrast here is between a pagan and a Christian. ^ Else 
were your children pagans; but now are they Cltris^ 
Ham ' — devoted to God by a Christian rite. When it is 
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said in Lnke ii, 23, every first-born male child ^ shall be 
called iifUiv rip or consecrated to the Lord^ the 

meaning of this holiness or conseeration was, that the child 
was to be devoted to God in the most absolute sense, re- 
quiring redfeinption in order to entitle the parents to re- 
sume it, even for protection, support, and education. 
And although this consecration was of a peculiar kind, 
evidently higher than the ordinary idea of Church mem- 
bership, still, it illustrates the force of which the word in 
question is capable, even when used in a Levitical sense. 
When the apostle says Hhe unbelieving husband is sane- 
tifiecl to the wife,’ he intends only that degree of sanctity 
that renders it ceremonially lawful for her to live wdth 
him; but when he says ^your children are holy^ sanctified^ 
or eojiseerated/ he means that they belong to the Chris- 
tian community, and if he does not affirm their baptism 
directly, he affirms them relation to the Church, which 
implies the fact of their baptism : he recognizes, by nec- 
essary implication, both the principle and the fact of in- 
fant baptism. 

He says exactly w^hat we might suppose him to say, 
on the supposition of the universal practice of infant bap- 
tism. Every Jew would have understood him as affirm- 
ing the Church membership of infants. He says of the 
children of Christian parents, just what the Jews would 
have said of their own children, when they W’ould express 
their covenant, or Church relation — he says they are holy. 
It was, to their minds, an explicit declaration of Church 
relation, in contradistinction from the Gentile, or heathen 
state ; and, I need hardly add, that precisely as the Cor- 
inthian disputants, in this Jewish controversy, must have 
understood these words, in the same manner must we un- 
derstand and apply them/’^ 

From this forcible and exegetical reasoning of this able 
writer, of acknowledged authority in our Church, we see 

* Christian Baptism, pp. 133-138. 
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that he uses these terms — especially do I refer to the 
'ft'ord Jioly^, in the very sense in v’hich I designed in 
the onset to present them, not knowing, indeed, when I 
began this work, that he had so written on the word, al- 
though having read his excellent work on Christian bap- 
tism, some years ago. We conclude, therefore, that 
liagioB^ perhaps no where in the New Testament, or 
its equivalent, isfnjj, kadhosh^ means Jiohj^ as applied to 
the heart, to necessarily indicate a moral change therein, 
but the word must be taken in the Levidcal^ or ceremonial 
sense, as indicating one in some way consecrated^ or made 
holy hy ecclesiastical rite. To be holy is to be in a relative 
condition of holhiess^ and this holiness is always opposed 
to, or contrasted with, heathenish contaminations. For 
Peter, in saying to the Church, “ Be ye holy/’ 1 Peter i, 
15, gives this command as an act of Christian duty, op- 
posed to their going back to heathenish vices, which, in 
verse 14, he expresses in the words, “not fashioning 
yourselves according to THE former lusts in your igno- 
rance.’’ 

The sum of all that we have said on this word is told 
in Lev. xx, 25, 26, in the Lord's own words: “Ye shall 
therefore put diiference between clean beasts and unclean, 
and between unclean fowls and clean ; and ye shall not 
make your souls abominable by beast, or by fowl, or by any 
manner of living thing that creepeth on the ground, which 
I have separated from you as unclean. And ye shall 
BE HOLY UNTO ME; FOR I THE LORD AM HOLY, AND HAVE 
SEPARATED YOU FROM OTHER PEOPLE, THAT YE SHOULD BE 
MINE.” Here the words hadlmh^ and ayio^^ hagios^ 

are used in verse 26, and when taken in connection with 
verse 25, as ^ve have quoted them, no sensible person 
can mistake the sense. The holiness consists in separa- 
tion from the heathen and heathenish customs. What 
else does the phrase, “I . • . have separated you 
FROM OTHER PEOPLE,” mean? This same holiness is also 



272 REVIEW OF WESLEYAN PERFECTION. [Paet II. 

required in the Christian dispensation, as any one can see 
•who will read 2 Cor. vi, 14-18, where St. Paul forbids 
the Christians to be unequally yoked with unbelievers^ in- 
fidels^ etc., and he plainly teaches, just as stated in Le- 
viticus, that their liolmess^ their sanctification^ yea, their 
entire sanctification^ consists in such separation from 
heathens; for, he says, Come out from among them, 
and be ye separate, and touch not the unclean — 
heathen. I say this separation is eyitire sanctification^ 
which the advocates of this doctrine, as an inward wort, 
will not dare to deny, for two reasons: 1. Because the 
passage just referred to in 2 Cor. vi, is undivided as to 
the subject-matter till we go on and include the first verse 
of chapter vii, which verse is an exhortation enforcing the 
doctrine of separation from heathens^ as found in verses 
14-18, of the sixth chapter. This seventh chapter be- 
gins, “Having therefore these promises, dearly beloved, 
let us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh 
and spirit, [disposition,] perfecting holiness in the fear of 
God.” 2. Mr. Wesley, on page ol of his “ Plain Account 
of Christian Perfection,” asks the following question ; “ Q. 
Is there any clear Scripture promise of this, that God will 
save us from all sin?” On page 52 he answers, “There 
is and quotes in full 2 Cor. vii, 1, as one of the pas- 
sages in proof. Rev. Richard Watson — ^Institutes, Vol. 
ii, chap, xxix — quotes the same passage in proof of the 
same internal work of en&e sanctification. Dr. Peck, in 
his “ Direct Scripture Proofs ” of entire sanctification, 
on page 207 of his abridged work on Christian Perfection, 
quotes the Terf same passage. All these standard au- 
thors use the text in question, in the sense of teaching 
an immrd blessing, distinct from^ and subsequent to re- 
generation. This is the sense in w'hich they hold entire 
sanctification ; for, says Dr. Peck, “ To the doctrine that 
entire sanctification is a distinct work, and subsequent 
to justification, we, as ministers of the Methodist Episco- 



Asa. XYII.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


273 


pal Church, have fully set our seal on our full induction 
into the ministerial office.”* Therefore the distinct 
work, and subsequent to justification,” of our good au- 
thors, on a close investigation, consists in external^ out- 
ward^ and ceremonial separation, as God’s people, in 
distinction from those who are not God’s. This proof- 
text, however, will be treated of in its proper place, but 
justice to our subject demands a mention of it here in 
part, as the subject-matter of the passage connected with 
it, as a context, is identical with the general Scriptural 
meaning and force of the adjective QiagioB^ holy. 


ARGUMENT XVII. 

— ^HAGIAZO. 

Having found the meaning of in the last argu- 
ment, as used in the Septuagint and New Testament, to 
be holy^ in an outward and Levitical sense, as opposed to 
what was held to be a transgression of the moral code, 
and also opposed to all that Tvas ceremonially unclean, our 
next argument is to consist in an inquiry as to the sig- 
nification and use of hagiazo^ a derivitive of aytot;^ 

which occurs twenty-nine times in the New Testament. 
Twenty-six of these it is translated in our version by the 
verb to sanctify^ namely: Heb. ix, 18; Romans xv, 16; 
1 Cor. vi, 11; Eph. v, 26; 1 Thess. r, 23; 1 Tim. iv, 6; 
Heb. ii, 11, twice; Heb. x, 10, 14 and 29; Heb. xin, 12; 
Acts XX, 32; xxvi, 18; 1 Cor. i, 2; Jude 1; 1 Cor, vii, 
14, twice; 1 Pet. iii, 15; Matt, xxiii, 17 ; xxiii, 19; 2 Tim. 
ii, 21; John x, 36; xvii, 17, and 19 twice. Twice it is 
translated by the word hallowed^ and both in the Lord’s 
prayer — Matt, vi, 9; Luke xi, 2, Once it is translated by 

♦ OiirisUan Perfection, p. 198. 
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the phrase, let he lioly^^ — Rev. xxii, 11. Now, in order 
to arrive at the exact meaning of this verb, as ,we find it 
in all these places in the iNew Testament, in the very 
sense in which the inspired writers intended to be under- 
stood, a few observations preliminary to the exegesis of 
each passage separately, are, in our opinion, absolutely 
necessary. We notice, 

I. That ar.d^cu must he vicived from a Hebrew stand- 
point in order io arrive at Us true meaning icherever used 
in the Hew Testament. That is to say, we must treat it 
just as if the New Testament had been written originally 
in Hebrew, and as if we had the Hebrew verb 
Icadhiish, instead of drM:<u. This we argue, 1. Because 
dytaZo) is a word of Hebrew origin and usage. That is, 
the Jews eoined it to suit their own purpose and to con- 
vey their own thoughts. The last period of the Hebrew, 
as a spoken language, and known as its iron age, ended 
with the seventy years’ captivity in Babylon. After this 
their language was a mixture of Chaldee and a waning 
Hebrew, which latter they soon lost. A period of about 
five hundred years intervenes from this to the time of 
Clirist, during which the priests and Levites cultivate the 
Hebrew as a learned language for the purpose of ex- 
pounding the law and the prophets to the people. In 
the mean time the Septuagint, or Greek translation of the 
Hebrew Scriptures, is prepared, so called from the Latin 
word Septuaginta^ seventy^ because, as is supposed, it was 
the work of seventy, or seventy-two learned Jews; or, as 
some think, it was, perhaps, the ’work of a less number, 
and received the sanction of the Sanhedrim. This version 
of the Old Testament was made for the benefit of the 
Egyptian Jews about 286 years B. C. It was held in 
the highest authority hy the Jews scattered over Pales- 
tine, and finally among Christians. In very many in- 
stances it is quoted in the New Testament both by our 
Lord and his apostles instead of the Hebrew, so that the 
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opinion generally prevails that this version was the Bible 
of the apostles. 

This translation being prepared at the date above given, 
it is plain that the Greek language had passed the zenith 
of its glory. The ^\riters in the Attic and the Ionic dia- 
lects of this language, by far the most refined, had flour- 
ished* considerably before the date of the Septuagiut. If 
we take a period of about 150 years, counting back as far 
as 500 years B. G., and coming down to 350, we may say 
that we include the golden age of Greek literature ; 
when, in their best dialects, there ^Yere such writers of 
liistory as Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon ; in ora- 
tor}”, such as Demosthenes, JEschines, and Isocrates; in 
philosophy, Aristotle and Plato ; in poetry, Aristophanes, 
JBschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. The very latest of 
these seems to have been the orator iEschines, who is 
said to have flourished about the year 346 B. C. This 
dates about sixty years before the Septuagiut. ^^The 
Attic dialect became the standard language of the Greeks, 
and, as such, w'as adopted by the educated classes in 
all the States. It became the general medium of inter- 
course, and, with a few exceptions, . . . the universal 
language of composition. This diffusion of the Attic 
dialect was especially promoted by the conquests of the 
Macedonians, who adopted it as their court language. As 
its use extended, it naturally lost some of its peculiarities 
and received many additions, and thus diffused and modi- 
fied, it ceased to be regarded as the language of a par- 
ticular State, and received the appellation of the common 
BIALECT or LANGUAGE.’ 

The Greek, as the common language of the civilized 
world, W'as employed in the translation of the Jewish 
Scriptures, and the composition of the Christian. When 
so employed, by native Jews, it naturally received a strong 
Hebrew coloring, and, as a Jew speaking Greek was called 
, Crosby's Greek Grammar, | 4. 
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Sellenistes, from kXkiQvi^Q)^ helUiiizo, to sjpeah 
Greek, this form of the language has been termed the 
Sellenistie, or by some the ecclesiastical dialect.”* 

Now, the word dycd^w, hagiazo, on which we write in 
this argument, which is found twenty-nine times in the 
New Testament, is not, strictly speaking, a Greek word; 
that is, as to its use and meaning, but it is altogether 
Hebrew, the sole fact excepted, that it is written and ex- 
ists in Greek letters. For we may safely say that the 
Greek language, as used in its best dialects and its most 
refined state of cultivation, existed for five hundred years 
or more before its decline into the common or ecclesi- 
astical dialect in which the Septuagint and New Testa- 
ment were written. During this long time not one single 
writer, of all that have come down to us, ever used the 
word dycd^oj, Jiagiazo, in those classic writings. Dr. Rob- 
inson says, it is “ not found in Greek writers, hut often in 
Septuagint for kadlia%hP Hence the word had not 
an existence, as a Greek word, so far as extant Greek 
■writers inform us, previous to the writing of the Septua- 
gint. It seems, therefore, plain that those learned Jews 
who wrote the Septuagint, who understood Hebrew and 
the common Greek dialect, then a living and spoken lan- 
guage among the educated classes and in the courts, had 
no word in that language with which to convey the 
Hebrew idea contained in kadhasTi, Hence, as be- 

fore said the presumption seems inevitable that they 
coined this word to suit their purpose corresponding to the 
Hebrew idea. This presumption is strengthened if we 
proceed a step further in our investigation. The question 
naturally arises, If the writers of the Septuagint coined 
our word, from what did they coin it? This seems easily 
seen, for the root of dyid^ia is Tiagios, defined in the 
former argument, and found in classic Greek before the 
writing of the Septuagint. This word is itself 

* Crosby’s Greek Grammar, g 8. 
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derived from the noun ayoq^ Jiagos, a7iy 7iiaiter of 7'eligiom 
awe^^ “ an expiatory sacrifice/^ a \yord used bj Sophocles 
Antigone 775. This, also, was before the time of the 
Septuagint. This noun, again, is derived from the verb 
or a^ofiai, to worsTiipy'^ “ to 8ta7id in awe of, dread, 
especially the gods.’^f It seems from this that there is in 
the Greek root as far back as we can trace it, as found, 
too, in several other verbs of the same apparent stem, 
the idea of reverence or worship. And, so far as ety- 
mology is concerned, the verb dyid%to may be derived im- 
mediately from the noun ayog, an expiatory sacrifice, which 
is not an unreasonable thing, since Greek verbs whose 
stems end in aC and rC, are derived from both nouns and 
adjectives. These verbs thus ending are also imitative in 
their character, as dwpid^o), “ to imitate the Dorians in life, 
manners, dialect, etc. These Dorians were the worship- 
ers of a god called Doros, which they supposed to be their 
mystic progenitor. Now, when we take into consideration 
the fact that the God of the Hebrew people taught them 
to imitate him, in the sense of hating sin and loving mercy, 
saying, Ye shall be holy : for I the Lord your God 
AM holy” — Lev. xix, 2 — ^where the context shows that 
this holiness consisted in their outward good deportment 
as opposed to idolatry — ^compare, also, Eph. v, 1, rivecOe 
oov jxijxrjrat rod dead, become ye therefore imitators of God, 
where the imitation is to consist in walking in love — 
verse 2 — may we not reasonably and legitimately con- 
clude that when the learned Jews, well acquainted with 
the Greek language, undertook to write the Septuagint, 
they would naturally coin a word from some Greek root 
which would give the idea of worship, and build the word 
in such a form as would aflFord the conception of imitation ? 
If this supposition is correct, which really to us seems 
consistent, and if dyoq, hagos, an expiatory sacrifice, be 
taken as the root of dyid^ax, hagiazo, primarily it would 

* Grovers Groek Lexicon. t Liddell & Soott^s Greek Lexicon. 



278 HEVIEW OF WESLEYAN PEBFECTION. [Paet IL 

mean to imitate that sacrifice; but the Jew held this 
object of imitation in his mind to be the Messiah who 
should become the great sacrifice for sin. Is it not likely, 
therefore, that they coined this word as Greeks, skilled 
in the language, so as to express imitation of their God, 
who by means of ^‘expiatory sacrifice’^ required them to 
imitate him and assimilate his likeness ? 

Now, as to this much of this argument, we would have 
the reader to bear in mind that it is not depending also- 
liitely on the query as to how the Jews came by this verb 
that had not existed in the classics. For let it have been 
derived from wdiatsoerer source, it is sufficient for us to 
know that it is only fouud vi tho ecclesiastical dialect tnat 
it never had an existence ^Tcvious to the wiiting of the 
Septuagint. The history of the wmrd, in part, rather than 
mere etymology, has been our aim, because of its beaiing 
on the impending question. Hence, one of two things ap- 
pears incontrovertible — the word, as to meaning, is either 
H^ebrew or Greek. Hut it can not be the latter, because it 
is not known to have existed before the time of the Sep- 
tuagint, which is supposed to have been written in a very 
short period of time. The tradition of one Aristeas sup- 
poses it to have been made in sevcTity days^ while the le- 
ceived opinion is, that it was prepared in the space of two 
years, wFile Ptolemy Lagus and his son, Philadelphus, 
shared the Egyptian throne. When words begin to be 
adopted into a language, they are known to receive their 
sanction by degrees, and are used at first quite rarely, and 
aftemvard they become more common — just the same as 
any other newdy-introduced thing. 

But as to this wmrd; it has pojoped into being in two 
years' time, has received constant and almost regular use, 
as the equivalent in the Septuagint, of the Plebrew 
Icadhash^ although never known to have had an existence 
before. Moreover, in perhaps every passage of Scripture 
in the New Testament, where the word occurs, where the 
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context and scope of those passages are plain, so as to af- 
ford any light at all on the impending question, it is a term 
that will ALWAYS he found in some way connected with, or 
illustrative of, Hebrew customs and ideas. It has some 
reference, in every instance, so far as a true understanding 
of such passages . can be ascertained, to the rites and cere- 
monies of the Jews^ as much so as the word “ circumcision” 
has. This fact is openly acknowledged, to a very consid- 
erable extent, by entire sanctificationists themselves, who 
in their comments on the word, in a majority of cases, in- 
terpret it according to the Hebrew usm loquendiy as we 
will very shortly inform the reader. 

Therefore, its sudden appearance, its constant use, both 
in the Septuagint and in the New Testament, its non-exist- 
ence previous to the ecclesiastical dialect of the Greek, the 
fact that it almost invariably corresponds to the Hebrew 
lynjD, kadhashy and its intimate connection with the same 
Jewish ideas as those connected with Tcadhashy actu- 
ally compel us to regard it as the representative of a He- 
brew idea in a Greek dress. We, therefore, naturally con- 
clude that dyidt^Wy hagiazOy does not, and eayi not signify to 
cleanse the inward man morallyy since the Hebrew Lexicon 
of Gesenius, translated by Dr. Robinson — see Argument X, 
objection 2 — does not give it any such meaning, and since 
the Hebrew usus loquendi affords no such example of the 
word. 

2. That hagiazOy must be viewed from a Hebrew 

stand-point, we observe that all theologians, as far we are 
informed, admit by their use of the term in their com- 
ments, sermons, and lexicons, that it is taken in the sense 
of the Hebrew tynjj, Tcadhashy that is, in the ceremonial or 
Levitical sense, at least sometimes in the New Testament; 
a fact so well known and so plain that no quotation from 
such writers will be made in proof of this declaration. 
Now, if we follow the Hebrew when we give our word a 
ceremonial meaning, a diflSculty arises to thwart the path 
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of controversy with those who hold that it means to cleanse 
morally the inward man; for to obtain such a meaning, we 
must either go to the Hebrew or to the Greek ; if to the 
former, such a signification is not found either in the 
Lexicon or in any Hebrew passage containing the word; 
if we go to the latter, the term is not found in any class- 
ical writer. Therefore, since it is taken in the ceremonial 
sense by entire sanctificationists themselves sometimes 
where it occurs in the New Testament, since the Septua- 
gint evidently designed to embalm the Hebrew idea in 
Greek characters, and since the word, as Greek, did not 
exist before to give the notion of a morale internal signi- 
fication, those who hold it in this sense should either make 
it known where such a sense comes from, or the Christian 
world should acknowledge them a debt of gratitude in 
tendering them a joint patent for the idea. 

3. Analogies as to other words of Hebrew meaning 
found in the New Testament abundantly prove, so far as 
there is proof fi’om analogies, that we must look at dyidt^o)^ 
Jiayiazo, through Hebrew spectacles, in order to arrive at 
its true meaning, (a) The word opOpi^w^ {ortlirizo^ to rise 
early — ^Luke xxi, 38, and ^Septuagint, Gen. xix, 27 — is a 
verb which fully illustrates the one in hand. This word, 
says Dr. Winer, in his Idioms of the Language of the 
New Testament, § 2, seems to be exclusively an ele- 
ment of the popular language, and is not found in any 
profane Greek writer.” And in the same section on the 
“ Basis of the Diction of the New Testamenty^ under the 
letter (^), where he is showing the changes made in the 
Greek language of the common or ecclesiastical dialect, 
by the writers of the Septuagint and of the New Testa- 
ment, he says, Entirely NEW WORDS and formulas were 
constructed, mostly by composition.” Under this state- 
ment he has given dpepi^aty ^vXaxt^o), (^phulaTcizOy) to im- 
prison, with many others too tedious to mention. Of 
this list, Winer continues to speak thus : That the above 
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register contains many words wHch were formed either 
by the Jews, who spoke the Greek, or by the New Testa- 
ment authors themselves — especially 'Paul, Luke, and the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews — according to an 
ANALOGY which then prevailed, can not be denied. Com- 
pare especially dpdpi^sLv^ hishJcim)’^ Now, this 

very eminent author tells us U can not he denied that 
these words were formed according to an analogy which 
then prevailed. What analogy he refers to we are not 
able to say, unless something pertaining to the imitation 
of the Hebrew. The word now under consideration is an 
imitative verb derived from dpOpo^^ {orthros^ day-hreak^ 
and signifies to imitate the day ; hence, “ to rue early, 
This seems quite probable when it is observed that with- 
out the necessity of forming” SpOpt^w, (prthrizo,) to arise 
early^ they had dpOpsoo)^ orthreuo^ of the Attic dialect and 
of the very same meaning, with perhaps this one excep- 
tion: there does not seem to be any of the idea of imi’~ 
tation in this latter, for it simply means to rise early ^ or 
he wakeful; but the former not only means to rise early, 
but also to come early, under the idea of attending to 
some work eaidy in the morning, as, Luke xxi, 38 : “ All 
the people came early in the morning to him,” etc. This 
verb corresponds to the Hebrew DDg?, (shakam,) to rise 
early in the morning. It is very likely that the writers 
of the Septuagint “formed” their word to imitate this 
Hebrew one, with a view to the performance of some 
deed at an early hour of the day, or of going on a jour- 
ney; for, says Gesenius, “The primary signification is 
probably to load up camels and other beasts of burden, 
which among the nomades is done very early in the morn- 
ing.” Again he says, “To get up early to any place, to 
go early, Cant, vii, 13 where our English version reads, 
“ Let us get up early to the' vineyards.” Now, when 
there is a verb already mentioned similar to this one, and 
used in the pure Greek age, but wanting the exact idea 
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as to imitation, is it any wonder that the Jew acquainted 
with the Hebrew should coin another on a proper anal- 
ogy/’ which would exactly embalm the Hebrew idea? 

Besides what is said on the formation of new words to 
express thoughts in the vernacular tongue, we will add 
further testimony of great men : “ The writers of the 
New Testament further applied the Greek language to 
subjects on which it had never been employed by native 
Greek writers. No native Greek had ever written on 
Jewish affairs, nor on the Jewish theology and ritual. 
Hence the Seventy, in their translation, had often to em- 
ploy Oreeh words as the dgns of things and ideas which 
heretofore had leen expressed only in Hebrew, In such a 
case, they could only select those Greek words which 
most nearly corresponded to the Hebrew; leaving the 
different shade or degree of signification to be gathered 
by the reader from the context. Thus, to express the 
idea of the Hebrew Dibp, {shalom^ welfare, as a word of 
salutation or farewell. They employ the Greek word 
elpyjvT), eirene, just as we use the word peace, in the same 
way and for the same reason. Similar is ebXoyia)^ eiilo- 
geo, for Hebrew i]';??, (ferek^ to bless; in Greek writers, 
only to speak well of. Thus far the path was indeed al- 
ready broken for the writers of the New Testament. But 
beyond this, they were to be the instruments of making 
known^a new revelation, a new dispensation of mercy to 
mankind. Here was opened a wide circle of new ideas 
and new doctrines to be developed, for which all human 
language was as yet too poor; and this poverty was to 
be done away, even as at the present day on the discovery 
and cidtnre of a nevi science, chiefly by enlarging the sig- 
nification and application of words already in use, rather 
than by the formation of new This quotation in- 

sinuates that new words were brought into use by the 
New Testament writers, although he does not say it in so 

*I)r. Robinson^s Preface to his Lexicon of the New Testament, p. 7. 
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many words. Notice the words in italics. And we have 
already quoted from Winer, where he actually says they 
did for7n new words. The new ideas and new doctrines to 
le developed^ of which Dr. Robinson speaks, really make 
an absolute necessity for new terms to convey the same 
to the minds of men in a language not having them be- 
fore. Many other words might here be introduced as 
analogous proof to our purpose, but we forbear. 

Now, if the reasoning of those greatest of Biblical 
scholars and linguists, from whom we have quoted, shows 
us that the New Testa^hent writers were compelled, from 
necessity, to invent words on the ground of analogy, to 
suit their purpose; when we bear in mind that the 
word (Jiagiazo^ to make holy, did not exist till found 

in the Septuagint, and then in the New Testament, and 
that in the pure Greek that had previously existed, they 
had dycarsua), (Jiagisteuo,) to perform sacred rites, to le holy, 
or to purify, must we not conclude that this word either 
did not suit the Hebrew idiom, or else that, as they had 
not, as Dr. Robinson says, learned Greek from books, it 
had been lost as a living word, and so the spoken, or 
common dialect, wanting it, they made dyidf^io, hagiazo, as 
a substitute for what the spoken language wanted to con- 
vey the Hebrew idea? In fact. Dr. Winer comes very 
near making a remark on the precise word in question, 
so near it, indeed, that he makes it on the root, which re- 
mark may be fairly construed into our favor. In section 
3, of his “Idioms of the Language of the New Testa- 
ment,” containing the “ B^elrew- Aramaean Complexion of 
the Neio Testament Diction, he says: “Many Greek 
words are used by the New Testament writers with a 
very direct reference to the Christian system, as technical 
religious expressions; so that from this arises the third 
element of the New Testament diction; namely, the 
peculiarly Christian. . . . Compare especially the 

words . . . ol dycoc, [for Christians].” Here he, no 
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doubt, uses the root hagios^ iu the general Christian 
sense, to express a covenant relation, a Church member- 
ship, just as argued in the former argument, and as con- 
tended for by Dr. Hibbard, as we have there quoted 
him. But dyid^o}^ Jiagiazo^ literally signifies to make one 
what the root is, that is, to make one dytov^ (Jiagion^ holy, 
or as Dr. Winer says, a Christian, in the ecclesiastical or 
professional sense, as opposed to heathens. How rational 
the conclusion, then, since the root dyiotj hagioi, existed 
before, which they used for Christians, and since the de- 
rivative dycd^oj^ hagiazo^ did not exist, that they must, from 
sheer necessity, invent^ coin^ or a word, as it is, to 

express that act by which one is 7nade a Christian ! Con- 
sistency seems to demand that these considerations should 
have some weight in this argument, and we submit them 
to the contemplation of those who are anxious for the 
truth. 

4. As a further proof that we must regard dytd^m as 
Hebrew, in signification, it is proper to observe that there 
are very many wgrds and phrases in the Ifew Testament, 
on account of its mixed dialect, that are of Jewish origin 
entirely, and that no man can possibly interpret or under- 
stand only as he does it through a Hebrew medium. 
Thus the words arday^^iK^adat^ ^Ho feel pity ^Ho he moved 
tvith pityf answering to the Hebrew 00 *^, “ to have mercy ^ 
compassion upon any one, to pityf^ and amd'S/jLari^ecy, ^^to 
hind hy a curse or execration; to curse^ to devotef cor- 
responding to, and imitating the Hebrew D'"?nn, de- 
vote to destruction^ i. q., to utterly destroy^ to extermmate^^ 
and 7:aV/ct, the passover^ corresponding to the Hebrew non, 
{pesahh^ passover^ and imitated in almost exactly the same 
letters. These words seem to have been all “ formed ” in 
the ecclesiastical dialect for the imitation of Hebrew 
thoughts, and how are they to be explained independent 
of the Hebrew language? Are they not Hebrew words 
in Greek characters ? 
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II. We hold that there need be but one meaning given 
to the Hebrew tyip, kadhasTi^ and which alone will con- 
stantly apply to the Greek hagiazo^ in the twenty- 

nine places mentioned; since, according to the inspired 
views of the New Testament writers, they designed to 
preserve the one exact Hebrew idea in the Greek verb; 
and if this will carry out, our view, in regarding the 
Greek word from a Hebrew stand-point, is not only de~ 
momtrated^ but those of another opinion, who hold that 
the word means to cleanse the soul morally, must give up 
the entire argument from alpha to omega in favor of 
their second work of an inward nature subsequent to re- 
generation. 

Now, reader, you will please turn back to Argument 
X, objection 2, and see the definition of hadhaBhy 
as given in Dr. Robinson^s Gesenius’s Hebrew Lexicon. 
The first place where he gives it with examples is Kal, 
No. 2, where he predicates of it the neuter idea of ex- 
istence in a state of holiness, that is, of ceremonial or ex- 
ternal, or if you prefer Levitical holiness, such as indicated 
a covenant relation, and so he defines it, “ To be holy,^^ 
Now, observe, that in every example which he gives under 
this No. 2 of Kal, it may be defined by the one idea and 
phrase given. Thus he first quotes Is, Ixv, 5, and trans- 
lates it, ‘‘lam holy unto theaJ' English version: “I am 
holier than thou.” So' Ex. xxix, 37, Whatsoever touch- 
eth the altar Bhall be holyP And the same expression in 
XXX, 29. So we may translate all Ihe examples under 
No. 2 in Kal. We will now apply this meaning in the 
Niph’hal species, which is passive of the Kal, and which 
he defines, To be regarded and treated as holyJ^ He 
quotes as proof, Lev. x, 8. English version : “ I will be 
sanctified in them that come nigh unto me.” Hebrew : 
(^eJcTcadhesh,) I will be regarded as Jioly^ etc. 

Leviticus xxii, 32, English: “I will be hallow'ed 
among the children of Israel.” Hebrew: (nlk- 
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dashti^ I will le regarded and treated as holt, etc. 
Ezek. XX, 41, English: will be sanctified in you be- 

fore the heathen.” Gesenius would have it, I will show 
mgself holy in you,” etc. But since the Hebrew form is 
exactly the same as in the last passage, and since the 
sense is the same, there seems no reason, at all, why we 
should not translate, I wUl he regarded and treated as 
HOLY, or, I will le esteemed or made holy. Any phrase 
accommodated to the voice or species of the Hebrew that 
has in it the word ^^holy” is all that we mean by 07iey 
7 'egular meaning of this verb. Gesenius’s way of trans- 
lating in this last instance favors us in this particular. 
The very same Hebrew form is also found in Ezek. xxviii, 
25, which he quotes. And Ezek. xxxvi, 23, English: 
‘‘I shall be sanctified in you before their eyes.” He- 
brew : (Flahkadh’shi,) In my being regarded as 

holy in you before their eyes. He also quotes Ezek. 
xxxviii, 16, English: “I shall be sanctified in thee, 0 
Gog.” Hebrew', exactly as the last given. Likewise, 
Ezek. xxxix, 27, English: am sanctified in them.” 

Hebrew, the same as in Lev. xxii, 32, above. Ezek. 
xxviii, 22, English : I shall be sanctified in her.” He- 
brew, the same as the last. Num. xx, 13, English : “ He 
was sanctified in them.” Hebrew: lyij:?:, {yihhadhesh^ 
Se was regarded holt, etc. He quotes Isa. v, 16, En- 
glish: ^^God that is holy shall be sanctified in righteous- 
ness.” Hebrew : (nihdash,) Shall le regarded 

holy, etc. Surely that being in the first part of the 
clause emphatically called God that is holy, designs 
that men shall regard him as being just what he is. 
Hence the passage should be translated consistently and 
say, shall le regarded HOLY. Is there not a want of con- 
sistency in our English version, because it uses words in 
our language jiot kindred, to translate words in the same 
clause which are kindred in the Hebrew ? Finally, in the 
Hiph’hal species he quotes Ex.- xxix, 43, English: 
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“ And the tabernacle shall be sanctified by my glory.” 
Hebrew, the same as the last, and may, with as much 
consistency and good sense, be translated, shall he made 
HOLY, as with any other translation. Gresenius would 
have, shall he consedrated, which is the same in sense. 
This completes all Gesenius’s proof-passages in Hiph’hal. 

We will now tate Piel. Under this species our author 
makes three divisions of his definition, with examples to 
each. In No. 1, to hold sacred^ to regard and treat as 
holy. In No. 2, ^0 'pronounce lioly^ to sanctify. Under 
No. 3, to consecrate. But these are all what he regards 
as a classification of the meanings. For before these di- 
visions he gives the signification of Piel, in a general 
way, thus : “ To make holt, to sanctify Now, it is 
held in this argument that every proof-passage that he 
gives under Piel, whether in Nos. 1, % or 3, may be de- 
fined by the one phrase — make holy. We will examine 
his proof-quotations. 

(a) Deut. xxxii, 51, English: “Ye sanctified me not 
in the midst of the children of Israel.” Hebrew: 

(kiddashtem,) Ye made me not holy in the midst^ 
etc. Septuagint; hegiasate. 

(1) Lev. xxi, 8, English: “Thou shalt sanctify him 
[the priest] therefore: ... he shall be holy unto 
thee: for I the Lord which sanctify you am holy.” Here 
the Hebrew in the Piel is found twice kiddashto^ 

and (m^JcaddishJcemy) Thou shalt make him holy 

he shall be holy Tcadhosh) unto 

thee: for I the Lord which make you holy, am 
hadhosh^ holy. Is not this the most rational translation, 
because the adjective holy is derived from the verb which 
we should always render with its proper voice or species 
by the definition make holyf Of course, if the Jews 
would make holy their priest, in their regards toward him, 
he would then be to them holy; that is, the adjective 
must express the state or condition of the priest, in relation 
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to them, after he has received the action of the verb. 
If they had blessed the priest, he would then have been 
to them a blessed priest ; if they had cursed him, he would 
then have been to them a cursed priest ; if they had 
xuounded him, he would then have been to them a wounded 
priest. Let us translate by analogy, especially when it 
looks so much more consistent. Septuagint : KaX ayidtrstg 
adrov . . . dyco^ sffzat] on ayio^ iyh Kopw^ 6 

auToo ^, a 7 id thou shall make him holy: . . . holy shall 
he be : for I the Lord am holy, the one making them holy. 

[c) Ex, XX, 8, English: “Remember the Sabbath day 

to keep it holy.” Hebrew : {kadd'sho) to make 

it holy; that is, regard and treat it as holy. The Sab- 
bath was to be made holy by a sacred regard for it, and 
manifested externally and ceremonially by doing no work 
thereon, “ Thou nor thy son, nor thy daughter, nor thy 
man-servant,” etc, Septuagint : ^Aytd^stv avnjv^ Qiagiazein 
auiefiy) to make it holy. 

(d) Deut. V, 12, English: “Keep the Sabbath day to 
sanctify it.” Observe, the sanctifying of it consists in 
keeping it. The Hebrew and Greek of tliis are exactly as 
the last under the letter (c). 

(fi) Neh. xiii, 22, English : “ Keep the gates, to sanctify 
the Sabbath day.” Hebrew : {haddesh^) to make 

holy, etc. Septuagint : ^Aytd^stv, (hagiazem,) to make holy. 

(/) Jer. xvii, 22, English : “ Hallow ye the Sabbath 
day.” Hebrew, as in (a). Septuagint: ^AyidGan, 

(g) So verse 27, both in Hebrew and Greek, as in {e), 
ifi) So verse 24, both Hebrew and Greek, as in (e), 

(^) And so Gen. ii, 3, 

if) Lev. XX, 8, English : “ I am the Lord which sanc- 
tify you.” Hebrew, same as in (J). Septuagint: dyi- 

d%mv^ (ho hagiazon^ the one making you holy, 

{Jc) Lev. xxi, 8, is quoted in (5). 

(Z) Joel i, 14, English : “ Sanctify ye a fast,” He- 
brew: (Jcaddsliu^ make ye holy a fast. Septua- 
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gint : "Ayidffarej (hagiascde^) make je holy. Here Gesenius 
says the word means, institute any holy tiling^ to 

appoint and Professor Moses Stuart, in his comment- 
ary on Heb. ii, 11, makes quite an able and learned effort 
to show that dycd^w^ hagiazo^ means to make expiation^ in 
which, speaking of the corresponding Hebrew, he says : 

kiddesh^ also means, by a natural association of 
ideas, to expiate^ to make atonement for.’’ This learned 
man, no doubt, knew that this Hebrew verb does not pri- 
marily mean, any where, what he thus says it does, and 
hence he used the adjunct ^^hy a natural association of 
ideasr 

We have no objection to Mr. Stuart giving the word 
this meaning in some places secondarily ^ nor to Gesenius 
saying that it means ^‘to appoint^ and in another place 
^^to prepare^ to leginP Such a secondary meaning may 
give the idea of the writer in certain passages ; but such 
an exchange of words for ideas is not the translation of 
the respective passages. To give the idea from a dead 
language and to translate are two things, in our opinion, 
very different. Now, the meanings given by those learned 
men do not affect our present point of consideration; 
for we are contending for the primary meaning of the 
word, in showing that it means always to MAKE HOLY. 
And as to our several arguments upon the whole, we are 
perfectly indifferent in how many ways they and others 
may define the term, as long as they do not affect our 
entire work in saying that the word means to cleanse the 
soul morally. We simply wish to show, before undertak- 
ing the twenty-nine passages of the New Testament, al- 
ready mentioned, that a eonsistenty regular translation of 
the Hebrew verb, and also of its Greek equivalent, may 
be adhered to throughout the entire Scriptures. When 
this preliminary is ended, and we enter upon those pas- 
sages, we will then show that the word, in Greek, may 
always be defined as if the Hebrew Lexicon had been 
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made to define it as found in the New Testament. This 
departure from our regular investigation of Gresenius^s proofs 
on the Hebrew word, we hope the reader will pardon, as 
he will better see why we continue to apply, and show in 
all cases the frimary meaning. As to the passage in (Z), 
last quoted from Joel, while we translate by the primary 
signification, and say. Make ye holy a fast, it is easy to 
see that this meaning, and that of to appoint,’’ given by 
Gesenius, do not at all conflict ; for, in the time of calam- 
ity, it was a custom among the Jews to have a fast, at 
which time they performed certain ceremonies. It was 
on account of God's sore judgments, about to fall on 
them, that Joel cried to them, “ Sanctify [or make holy] 
a fast, call a solemn assembly, gather the elders and all 
the inhabitants of the land into the house of the Lord 
your God, and cry unto the Lord.’^ “ On these days,'' 
says Eev. Richard Watson, “they wore sackcloth next 
the skin, and rent their clothes ; they sprinkled ashes on 
their heads, and neither ■washed their hands nor anointed 
their heads with oil. The synagogues were filled with 
suppliants, whose prayers were long and mournful, and 
their countenances dejected with all the marks of sorrow 
and repentance."^ To call these assemblies they also 
blew a trumpet, as a part of the ceremony. Joel ii, 15. 
Hence, to make holy a fast means that they shall do just 
what the word says they shall do ; namely, make a fast 
holy by the ceremonies already mentioned, and such like, 
whereby they expressed their reconsecration to God by 
ostensible acts of unfeigned repentance for their wicked- 
ness. Now, since the spirit of the act really means to 
make holy a> fast, while the manner, the modus operand^ 
of the act was by calling assemblies, etc., it is easily seen 
that such ceremonial performances w^ere equal to appoint- 
ing a fast, since, in fact, they constituted a part of what 
was called a fast. Therefore, the secondary meaning, to 

Theological Dictionary, Article Fasting. 
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appoint^ will give the idea as -written by Gesenius. As 
Professor Stuart well says, it comes “ hy a natural asso- 
ciation of ideasJ^ Hence, with a fair understanding, we 
are justifiable in translating by the primary and regular 
meaning, to make holy, 

(m) Joel ii, 15 ; Blow a trumpet in Zion, sanctify a 
fast, call a solemn assembly.” Both the Hebrew and 
Greek are the same in this passage as in (Z), and the 
words of the whole passage prove what is said under (Z). 

(n) 2 Kings x, 20 : “ Proclaim a solemn assembly for 
Baal.” Marginal reading : ^^Sanefify.” Hebrew and 
Greek, same as in (Z). 

(p) Our author, under Ko. 3 of his definition, defines 
the w^ord to consecrate. This is a secondary meaning, 
rather, as explained. He applies it to a priest who was 
made holy by certain ceremonies. He quotes Ex. xxviii, 
41, xxix, 1, and 1 Sam. vii, 1. The Hebrew of all these 
may be translated as in the former examples. The propel 
form of the Greek is found in these instances also. 

(p) He speaks of the altar, the temple, and quotes Ex 
xxix, 36 ; Lev. viii, 15 ; Kum. vii, 1 ; 1 Kings viii, 64. Tht 
Hebrew, in all these, may be translated by the proper, 
unifbrm phrase laid down in former examples. In every 
instance the same Greek word is found in the Septu* 
agint. 

{q) He now speaks of the first-born, and quotes Ex, 
xiii, 2. We may translate the Hebrew as usual. Here 
is found also our Greek verb. The first-born was to be 
made an offering unto God, to the priest ; and the parents 
of such were to redeem it, and the money paid went to 
help to support the priests. The parent, in the ceremo- 
nial act of taking it to the temple, as the mother of our 
Lord did, ‘Ho present him to the Lord” — ^Luke ii, 22 — 
MADE the first-born holy, 

if) Our author further defines “ to consecrate or sanctify 
with solemn riteSj that is, by lustrations for sacrifice, 1 
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Sam. xvij 5; Job i, 5 — troops for battle, Jer. li, 27.” 
Here it certainly is just as well to translate, or rather 
define, by to make Tioly with solemn riteSj since it was 
always through the fear, and in honor of the holy One 
of Israel,” that such acts were done. The proper forms 
of dyid^o), hagiazo^ are found in these passages, except 
the one in Job. The passage in Jer. li, 27, 28, has the 
word in our version rendered prepare,” which is the sec- 
ondary meaning in these places, since to make troops holy 
for battle, was equal, in idea, to preparing for war. 

' (s) He still defines to consecrate or inaugurate a war^ 
lattle — that is, with sacred rites, compare Psa. cx, 3; 1 
Sam. vii, 9, 10 — as if it should say to prepare^ to hegin^ Joel 
iv, 9 ; Jer. vi, 4.” Our version of the Bible has the word 
prepare” in these places. The Septuagint has followed 
the secondary meaning also. To sanctify or make holy a 
war was, “ with sacred rites,” to prepare troops for bat- 
tle; hence, the secondary sense is to prepare^ in these 
examples. One or two of these passages in Piel we 
have omitted because already, perhaps, too tedious. In 
PUAL he gives “ consecrated^ spoken of priests and sacred 
things, Ezek, xlviii, 11 ; 2 Chron. xxvi, 18; xxxi, 6.” The 
first of these reads, It shall be for the priests that are 
sanctified of the sons of Zadok.” How, since the Pual 
species is the passive of PlEL, as grammars and his trans- 
lation above show, and since Piel, as we have found, may 
always be translated to make holy^ and since the Septua- 
gint has zoXq ijyiafftiivoiq^ the 07ies having been made holy^ 
and this Greek verb being almost every time used in the 
active as the equivalent of the Hebrew, and can have no 
other meaning on the ground of uniformity than that 
above given, why not render the Hebrew in the passive 
of the same meaning also ? The very same form of the 
Greek is used in 2 Chron. xxvi, 18, his second proof. 
His proof, in Isa. xiii, 3, which he defines “ my consecrated 
oneSy that is, soldiers whom I have consecrated to war” — 



Aeg. XVII.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


293 


Hebrew, rrC ’kudda^hay — ^may, with all propriety, 

be translated tlie ones made holy hy me. 

There are several good reasons for this translation. 
(1.) PuAL is the passive of Pibl,* and Gesenius himself 
defines Piel to make holt. (2.) The same philologist 
says, “It [a personal prononnj may also be aflSxed to a 
passive participle, ... in which case it denotes the 
author of the action, (§ 798, 1,) e. g., those slain 
hy him^ Isa. xxvii, 7.’’t Again he says, “ When the first 
[of two words in grammatical construction] is a passive 
participle, . . . the second denotes the author of 

the action, e. g., n 50 , a striehen of God^ that is, one 

stricken by God. Isa. liii, 4.”J The above translation, as 
we have given it, is just a fair application of this rule. (3.) 
The example given by Dr. Nordheimer — ^Isa. xxvii, 7 — is 
so sanctioned by our authorized version of the Bible: 
^^Them that are slain hy him^ We have, then, the best of 
authority for our translation to sustain the uniformity of 
the meaning of this word. He defines the Hipn ’hil, in 
the three subdivisions, as corresponding to those of Piel 
respectively; and since the same meaning prevails, and 
the same acts every way are to be done, we may omit 
this species, as the former arguments will apply. 

As to the Hithpa ’hel species, compared with Piel or 
Pi’ hel, “ the only dijfiference in signification bet^veen 
the two is, that in Pi’ hel the action is directed with in- 
tensity upon another than the subject, while in Hithpa 
’hel it returns upon the subject himself, e. g., to uncover^ 
[Pi’ hel,] to uncover one^s seZf,§ [Hithpa ’hel].” Under 
this species there is no passage but what can be trans- 
lated so as to maintain our one uniform meaning. He 
defines it “ to sanctify onds selff and quotes Lev. xi, 44, 
for proof. The English says, “ Sanctify yourselves.” We 
can translate, Ye shall make yourselves holy. Finally, 

*8.6 3?r. Kordlieimer’s Critical Hebrew Cramixiar, Vol. ij § 146. 

t Ib. ? 856, 2, ». t Ib. I 798, 1, a- 2 Ib. § 15S, 1 . 
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he defineSj he celebrated^ kept ; g., a festival. Isa. 
XXX, 29.’’ ^*73 ufi n:n? Tt^n; English, “Ye 

shall have a song as in. the night when a holy so- 
lemnity is kept.” We can just as well maintain uni- 
formity in translating, and say verbally, The song shall 
he to you in the night, a festival shall be made holy. 
We have now passed, with little exception, over all the 
examples given by our author in the Hebrew-English 
Lexicon, which is the work of the best of scholars, and 
^ppi*QY^d by all. Y^hile we sanction his definitions, and 
those of other learned men, we think that we have suffi- 
ciently shown the word to admit of one uniform signifi- 
cation, which is akin also to that of the other words, holy 
and holiness, it being their root. This keeps up a uni- 
formity of idea. 

Thus, when a man receives the action of the verb to 
make holy, we then apply an adjective to him to express 
his character, and call him a ^‘holy'' man. When we 
speak of his life in respect to his external deportment, 
we then speak of his “ holiness:' If we only understood 
the exact meaning of words, there would be, perhaps, 
very little trouble in theological investigation. To study 
the original of the Holy Scriptui*es is to study theology. 
We now notice, 

in. The twenty-nine passages already mentioned, where 
liagiazo, is found, taking them separately, as if the 
w'ord was Hebrew, and calmly searching into each passage, 
so as to arrive, if possible, at the true meaning. While 
we undertake this from a Hebrew stand-point, we call 
attention to the fact that our position is Greek also ; that 
is, the two languages agree on this word, as a very few- 
brief remarks will show. (1.) God has revealed his will 
to man in Hebrew and in Greek, and it would appear 
strange and foreign from his character, if in the latter he 
would contradict himself in the former. (2.) Dr. Eobin- 
son, before giving any particular definition of 
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Jiagiazo^ in a general way defines it thus : In N. T. pr. to 
render^ ayiov^^ which in English, when expressed in full, is, 
In the Nexo Testament properlg to render holy. Kev. 
John Groves also defines, make holy.” (3.) Since 
we showed in the last argument, not only by our own views, 
but from an able extract from Dr. Hibbard, that aytoq^ ha- 
gios^ every- where means a mere ceremonial and ecclesias- 
tical cleanness, or rather is a qualifier of one, indicating that 
he is in such a condition, it follows, therefore, that Dr. 
Robinson’s definition of this verb will fall far short of the 
purpose of those who take it to signify to cleanse the inner 
man ; even granting that by a particular definition under 
the word he afterward seems to favor such persons, this we 
hold can not affect our argument. For, {a) there must be 
an error somewhere if his primary definition is contra- 
dicted by his secondary and particular one, where he quotes 
the passages in proof, (b) Each text must be closely in- 
vestigated; and if our primary definition, apparently con- 
sistent thus far, holds good, it will be equal to demonstra- 
tion that any conflicting definition must be wrong. Such 
a result should give much weight in the scale of reason in 
our favor. Standing then upon a Hebrew and Greek basis, 
precisely identical, we proceed to take in hand the exegesis . 
of each passage as we understand it. 

1. Matt, vi, 9, “ Hallowed be thy name,” ayta^TOyjrw rd 
^vo/id ( 70 U. We see no reason why this expression should 
not support the uniform meaning adopted, and fully admit 
of being translated, Let thy name he made holy. Notice, 
1. Do not understand us in this attempt to be finding 
fault with our authorized version of the Scriptures — we 
highly esteem it — ^nor as dictating that the word ought 
to be translated thus. Tins we leave with the reader 
to think on as seemeth good to himself in all cases. 
Two points will be aimed at in the examination of all 
these twenty-nine passages: first, to show that without 
any violence to the passages, and in keeping with fair 
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and honest exegesis, the word may be thus translated; 
secondly, to show that in NO instance the word means to 
cleanse morally^ that is, to take away sin from the heart. 
2. Treating the word as if it was Hebrew in this passage, 
our Lord is seen to have used the Hebrew idiom exactly. 
For, if the reader 'VNill turn back to part II of this pres- 
ent argument, and look under Niph^H-AL, he will find Lev. 
xxii, 32, quoted and explained where it may be rendered, 
I tvUl he MADE holy among the children of Israel, See 
also other of Gesenius’s proof-passages under Hiph’hal. 
The Septuagint is very plain on this passage : aj'tacOyjffOfiac, 
I will he MADE HOLY. Our eminent theologian on our text 
says: “There is an evident allusion to Lev. x, 3, ^I will 
be sanctified in them that come nigh me, and before all 
the people will I be glorified,’ This passage — ^Lev. x, 

3 — is another proof of Gesenius in ITiph’hal, which see. 
The spirit of the text, in our Lord’s Prayer, is certainly 
the same as that so constantly inculcated among the He- 
brews, that the name of God should be made a holy name 
in the earth. Hence the text is in exact accordance with 
the Hebrew idiom, and it does not teach any thing like 
an internal work of grace in the heart. 

2. Luke xi, 2. The Greek is exactly the same in this 
as that in Matthew. 

3. Matt, xxiii, 17 : “ Or the temple [o that 

MAKETH HOLY the gold.” Here is a direct reference to 
Jewish customs, as found in the law of Moses. God com- 
manded Moses to MAKE the altar holy. Ex. xxx, 27. 
Then he said, “ And the altar of burnt-ofiering, -VNith all 
his vessels, and the laver and his foot. And thou shalt 
sanctify them, that they may be most holy : whatsoever 
toucheth them shall be holy.” Verse 29, The words 

shall he holy^^ in the original are in Kal species, and 
quoted by Gesenius under No. 2, Now, since it is said 
in Exodns that things coming in immediate contact with 

’^Mr. Watson's Exposition in hco. 



Abg. XVir.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


297 


those holy things about the altar and temple shall le holy^ 
it is plain that our Lord used the word in the very same 
Hebrew sense as we have translated it. Any thing that 
touched the sacred temple, or any thing about it that the 
priests had by ceremonial rites made holy, was itself said 
to be made holy. It received the ceremonial holiness 
which was attributed to the holy object which it touched. 
A writer on our text says, “ Any one will own that that on 
account of ^vhich any thing is qualified in a particula?' ivay 
must itself he much more qualified in the same way. They 
that swore by the gold of the temple had an eye to it as 
holy ; but what made it holy but the holiness of the 
temple, to the service of which it was appointed?^’* We 
see, then, that in this place our word is Hebrew in use 
and in sense. Since it is gold that is made holy, we can 
have no dispute about its application to the heart of man. 

4 Matt, xxiii, 19 : Or the altar that maketh holy 
[ ro dyid^oy\ the gift.’^ Here is a direct reference to Ex. 
xxix, 37, where it is said of the altar made holy, What- 
soever toucheth the altar shall be holy.^^ yikdash. 

Gesenius, defining the word in the Hebrew, quotes this 
and Ex. xxx, 29, as proofs of his definition, “ To he holyf 
and says that it is spoken “ of those who are consecrated 
by touching sacred things. Ex. xxix, 37 ; xxx, 29.” 
So the word means, here, to make holy hy touching the 
altar ^ and it is spoken of a “g^^Ji^,”'and not of the human 
soul. Dr. Robinson, in his second division of his defini- 
tion of hagiazo^ thus defines, giving these two oc- 

currences of the word in the twenty-third chapter of Mat- 
thew as his proof : “ To make sacred or holy^ to consecrate, 
to set apart from a common to a sacred use ; since in the 
Jewish ritual this was one great object of the purifica- 
tions.” Hence, according to the plain references to the 
Hebrew, as made by our Lord himself when he uttered 
these words, and according to Dr. Robinson, the word is 

* Henryks Ctommentary. 
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used in the passages marked 3 and 4^ ifi the Sehrew senscy 
Avhicli is to xViAKB HOLT ly a ceremonial touch. 

5. John X, 36: “Whom the Father hath sanctified, 
[fjyiarrs, MADE HOLY,] and Sent into the world.” Several 
things may serve to show that the word is here used in 
the Hebrew sense, and hence that it is still unifoim in 
meaning: (1.) The words of this text are addi-essed to 
Jews, to Hebeew people. (2.) In the verse before, our 
Lord says to the Jews, “The Scbipture can not be 
broken.” Both which facts— namely, that he is talking 
to Jetos and of the Old Testament Scriptures— f rove to 
us most conclusively that he used the word in the Hebrew 
sense. (3.) Isaiah had spoken of Christ in these words : 
“The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me, because he 
hath ANOINTED me to preach good tidings to the meek, 
etc. Our Lord entered the synagogue on the Sabbath 
day, stood up to read, and, no doubt, by an intentional 
act, opened the book finding this very prophecy, applied 
it to himself, and read it — Luke iv, 17 — thereby declar- 
ing that he was the Messiah, to whom all the doctors ap- 
plied the words of Isaiah which he had read. By this 
application of the prophecy he also declared that he was 
a priest anointed by the Spirit of the Lord, just the 
same as “the anointing oil was poured” on the head of a 
Jewish high-priest when he was consecrated to or made 
holy to his office. Lev. xxi, 10. As to this high-priest 
it is said, Lev. xxi, 15 : “ I the Lord do sanctify him.” 
Here “ sanctify ” is in the Biel species, and means to pro- 
nomice holy ^ or to make holy. 

From these several points of argument we see that 
Christ spoke as a Jew in every sense of the word 5 foi'j 
as a priest thus anoiniedy made holy for a Divine mission 
and purpose, in the sense of receiving a Divine appoint- 
ment from the Father, he spoke to the Jews when he said 
that the Father had sancti^ed him and ^ent him into the 
W'orld, Had he used it in the sense of an internal cleans- 
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ing of the soul, two difficulties at once arise ; (a) To the 
Jews it would have been a complete shibholefh as to 
comprehending it. (b) So applied to the Savior it would 
impeach his divinity. Hence, our word still keeps its 
Hebrew uniformity. 

6. John xvii, 17 : “ Sanctify them through thy truth : 
thy Word is truth.” From several considerations the 
word sapctify,” as here used, must be taken in the He- 
brew sense. (1.) To sanctify,” according to this pas- 
sage, would be an act of God direct upon his peop>le^ who 
would receive the act. Turn to Lev. xx, 8, and the very 
same doctrine is found, w’here the Lord says, ^‘Ye shall 
keep my statutes, and do them : I am the Lord which 
sanctify you.” Here the sanctifying act from Grod is 
upon the children of Israel as his own people, his visible 
Church. But the word is here in the Pf hel species of 
the Hebrew, and means to make holy, to hold sacred, to 
treat as holy, and to pronounce holy, as well as to sanctify, 
and when the word meant to make holy in one dispensa- 
tion, as an act of God upon his people, the Church, in a 
general way, as opposed to heathens, why should it not 
mean the same thing in another dispensation? In this 
there is an exact agreement in the use of the Hebrew, so 
that Christ uses it, as the God of the Hew Testament dis- 
pensation, in the same sense in which he, as the Angel 
of the Lord” of the old dispensation, used it. (2.) There 
is a perfect analogy in the sense in which the Hebrew is 
employed and its use in our text, as to the fact that in 
both the sense of to make holy consists in keeping them 
from evil, that is, from violating the commandments of 
God, as the fruit and proof of a covenant relation. Im- 
mediately connected with our text, our Lord, as a part 
of the same prayer in which it is contained, says, “ I pray 
not that thou shouldest take them out of the world, but 
that thou shouldest keep them from the evil.” Verse 15. 
Corresponding to this we have, as a part of the same 
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verse, in which God is said to sanctify his people, the 
words, “Te shall keep my statutes and no them^^ and 
adds, “ I am the Lord which sanctify you f that is, which 
makes^ or holds^ or regards you as holy, as a people dedi- 
cated to me by certain forms and doctrines of a pure 
religion, in contradistinction to those heathens not so 
dedicated nor made holy, and that ye may continue to be 
my people, shall keep my statutes^ and do them” 
(3.) The sanctification of the children of Israel was, there- 
fore, to be through the Word of God as given to them, 
called “statutes,’^ and the prayer of our Savior to the 
Father says, “ Sanctify them thj'oiigh thy truth,” and adds 
the exegetical clause, ^^Thy Word is truth.” As if he 
had said, “ Sanctify them through — that is, by the ob- 
servance of — thy Word” Here observe two things : 
{a) The agreement with Hebrew usage, that sanctification 
is outward obedience to the Word of God, as the fruit of 
saving faith and of covenant relation, (5) That it can 
not be the inward work of the soul, since all the inw’ard 
work of grace the Bible teaches to be by the Holy Spirit ; 
but this -work is to be by the ^^Word” taken as a rule of 
action, and not as an internal purifier. 

It is marvelous that Dr. Peek quotes our text in proof 
of entire sanctification, in his sense of the phrase, and 
also verse 19, and immediately subjoins ; He doubtless 
speaks here of entire sanctification ; for the disciples had 
certainly already been made the subjects of the first 
heginntogs of this work. The idea, then, is that Christ 
had sanctified^ that is, set apart himself to the media- 
torial work, to the end that his people might be fully 
sanctified through the truth. The object of the Savior’s 
mission is then but partially accomplishbl, and God 
but PARTIALLY OLORIFIED in US, SO long as we are sanc- 
tified BUT IN PART.”* 

What a pity that the mind of our learned brother did 

^ Perfection, Abridged Ed., p. 272, 
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not fully comprehend his subject ! His view does great 
violence to the passage, and places him on untenable 
gi'ound, as several considerations will show : 

(1.) The disciples were .regenerated. The Doctor 

admits that they had “been made the subjects of the first 
beginnings of’’ entire sanctification. Therefore, before it 
can be said that they needed any greater work wrought in 
their hearts than this, our former arguments must be met 
and refuted. Their Lord had said to them, chap, xv, 3 : 
“Now ye are clean through the word which I have spoken 
unto you.” And that he regarded this cleanness as suffi- 
cient, and He “ the Judge of all the earth,” is obvious, since 
in the next verse he says, “Abide in me that is, abide in 
this purity. Abide means to dwell or stay ivhere one is ; 
but if a soul, from the purification of regeneration, must 
go on to what is called entire sanctification, why did he 
not tell them so, instead of telling them to stay in a state 
of grace, where there was only a partial ” salvation ? 

(2.) He has represented them as being “ branches,” and 
himself as the “ vine.” Now, all agree that a regenerate 
soul is in the “ image ” of Grod, which is so clearly stated 
by our standard authors. Here, however, is the same 
thing taught in a metaphor ; for a vine and its branches 
can not be two, but one in nature. So if the doctrine 
of a second work, as such, is necessary, this figure of our 
Lord is only calculated to deceive. 

(3.) The context^ as one continued prayer of Christ to 
the Father, beginning with the first verse of the chapter, 
and including it all, in which our Savior most solemnly 
offers his disciples to God, being about to leave them, is 
not a prayer for a second work of grace to take place in 
their hearts at all, but it is a petition for the preservation 
of their continued state of regeneration^ in which they then 
were. “Abide in him.” “Holy Father, keep through 
thine own name those whom thou hast given me, that 
they may be one, as we are.” 
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(4.) Dr. Robinson is against those -who hold with Dr. 
Peck. Quoting the very passage he says, Consecrate 
them hi or through thy truth; that is, the preaching of thy 
truth.” 

(5.) The Doctor’s view entirely overlooks the true spirz. 
of the passage. The sanctification of this seventeenth 
verse consists in imitating Christ, in the particular of 
Christian unity as one of its most specific features, as 
well as in being kept from ‘‘evil” in general. Notice, 
{ci) Christ speaks of himself under the idea of an exam- 
ple to his disciples, as to how they ought to walk and 
live. Verse 6, he says, “ I have manifested thy name 
unto the men which thou gavest me out of the world.” 
He made hioion the will of the Father in all his acts. 
Verse 8, he says that the disciples “ have known surely 
that I came out from thee.” The idea of imitation of the 
Great Teacher is largely enjoined all through the New 
Testament; as, “Take my yoke upon you, and learn of 
me.” Matt, xi, 29. “For I have given you an example, 
that ye should do as I have done unto you.” John xiii, 
15. “Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ 
Jesus.” Phil, ii, 5. “Re ye therefore followers [Greek, 
jitiiTjzatj hyiitators'] of God as dear children.” Eph. v, 1. 
“Be ye kind one toward another, . . . even AS God 

. . . hath forgiven you.” Eph. iv, 32. “If ye be 

followers [imitators] of that which is good.” 1 Pet. iii, 13. 
“ Be ye therefore followers [tufir^rai] of me, even as I also 
am [an imitator] of Christ.” 1 Cor. xi, 1. St. Paul was 
an imitator of Christ. So is the Greek verb used from 
which this noun is derived; as, “Follow not iiqidu. 
imitate not] that which is evil, but that w^hich is good.” 
8 John, 11. “He that saith he abideth in him, ought 
himself also so to walk, even as he walked.” 1 John 
ii, 6. “Be ye therefore perfect, even as [<y<77re/>, in the 
same manner «a] your Father which is in heaven is 
perfect.” Matt, v, 48. These and very many more 
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passages show us that the Christian’s life must be devoted 
to hnitating Christ, and the last passage quoted shows that 
this is perfection^ which is ^HdenticaV^ >Yith entire sanc- 
tification.” Christ positively demands of men, in the pres- 
ent dispensation, to imitate him, and to take him as their 
teacher. But this doctrine is nothing new, for all the 
Bible abounds with it. E. g., “For I am the Lord your 
God; ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, [ooi^^pnn, 
MAKE yourselves HOLY,] and ye shall be holy, 
for I am holy [jyi'tg]-” Lev. xi, 44. Is not this imita- 
tioii which God requires of the Jews? Has he not taught 
them that he despises all abominations,” and that which 
is ‘^unclean,” and on that account commands them to make 
themselves holy as to all such things, because he is holy? 
So our Lord prayed to the Father to make them holy in 
this very sense. The whole chapter is to this effect, and 
consists in as plain woi'ds as ever Jesus uttered while on 
earth. Hence he used Tiagiazo^ as a Hebrew word, 

which means about this: Make them holy, hy keeping 
them daily from the contaminations of this worlds even as 
I have kept myself from these contaminations. This brings 
us to consider the word found twice in verse 19, which is 
to some considerable extent explained in this one. 

7 and 8. John xvii, 19: ^^For their sakes I sanctify 
myself, that they also might be sanctified through the 
truth.” Here our verb is used twice. As to the expres- 
sion, SANCTIFY MYSELF,” we find the idiom exactly in 
the Hebrew; “And I will sanctify my great name, 
which was profaned among the heathen, which ye have 
profaned in the midst of them; and the heathen shall 
know that I am the Lord, saith the Lord God, when I 
shall be sanctifi^ed in you before their eyes.” Ezek. xxxvi, 
23. Here the verb kiddashti^ is in the Pf hel 

species, and it means that God will hold sacred — ^that he 
will regard and treat as holy his own name. The rest of 
the verse shows that he does this even by his righteous 
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judgments for their sins, in order to teach them by his 
own example to be holy, that is, a consecrated people, 
apart from the surrounding heathen nations ; for he says, 
t^e heathen shall know that I am the Lord. So Christ 
sanctified himself, and spoke of it when he said, have 
glorified thee on the earth; I have finished the work 
which thou gavest me to do/’ He lived on earth holy, 
harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners/’ Both in the 
Old and New Testaments God has abundantly taught his 
people to sanctify or make holy his own name in the very 
manner in which he holds that name sacred himself. He 
was Jehovah in the midst of all nations, intending to 
train and fully instruct a peculiar people as his own 
Church, to give them clear revelations of himself, and 
thus he sanctified his name among them, and required 
them to do the same ; for he said, I will be sanctified 
IN YOU before the heathen.” Ezek. xx, 41. Again: 
“ Thus will I magnify myself, and sanctify myself, and 
I will be kn'own in the eyes of many nations, and they 
shall know that I am the Lord.” Ezek. xxxviii, 23. 
Here is the very expression, sanctify myself^ "which occurs 
in John xvii, 19. It is TOipnn, Mthkaddishtij of the 
Hithpa’ hel species, and signifies to sanctify one’s selfi 
or to SHOW one’s self holy. It teaches the very same 
doctrine that the text in John does. God has always, 
and to all nations, shown himself to be a holy Being, as 
opposed to all that he has pronounced unclean and sinful, 
and he has positively commanded men to do the same, 
that is, to imitate ; and so he says, “ Sanctify your- 
selves, and he ye holy ; for I am the Lord your God.” 
Lev. XX, 7. “Ye shall be holy; for I the Lord your 
God am HOLY.” Lev. xix, 2. The idea is to imitate 
the pure and the holt God. As to the wmrd, as used 
the second time in our text, the very nature of the case 
will show that it must be taken in the same sense as the 
first one. The idea of imitating the true God and our 
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Lord JesTis Christ must be kept in view as already laid 
down. Hence he desires the disciples to be sanctified 
THROUGH THE TRUTH, and as he sums up the will of God 
in the one word love, in several passages, so now in this 
particular he prays that they may have such Christian 
union as to imitate^ in this, the very Godhead. So he 
prays, “Keep through thine own name those whom thou 
hast given me, that they may be one, as \xaOwq^ hathos^ 
that is, in the sense of like as, to express resemblance in 
action] WE [the Father and the Son] are.” Verse 11. 
Observe further, that he prays for his disciples, and for 
those who should be his disciples in all ages of the Chris- 
tian Church; and his prayer is for their unity and har- 
mony as Christians to resemble that oneness existing be- 
tween the Father and the Son. Neither pray I for 
these [my present disciples] alone, but for them also 
which shall believe on me [in any age] through their 
word; [their preaching] that they all may be ONE; as 
THOU, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they 
ALSO may be one IN US; that the world [of Gentiles, just 
as it is said in Ezek. xxxviii, 23, as a result of the Lord 
sanctifying himself, will be known in the eyes of many 
nations n may believe that thou hast sent me.” Verses 
20 , 21 . 

On the phrase I sanctify myself, in our text, we think 
there has been some misinterpretation. Mr. Wesley says, 
“I devote myself, as a victim, to be sacrificed.” Dr. 
Adam Clarke says, “ I consecrate and devote myself to 
death, that I may thereby purchase eternal salvation for 
them,” These both in sense agree, but against their 
view there are some objections: (1.) There is, we think, 
no such use of the verb in the Hebrew as an example, 
when taken in the sense of to devote to death, or to conse- 
crate one's self to death. This idea is wanting in the Hebrew 
usits loquendi of the word, whereas we have followed the 

Hebrew sense, in our own view of the passage, and have 

26 
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quoted two passages in Ezekiel as proof. (2.) There is no 
agreement in the sense of the word where it is first used 
in John xvii, 19, in such a sense, and in the other places in 
the same chapter, if these two other places are used in 
the sense of to cleanse morally. The nature of the whole 
prayer of our Lord requires the word, in all three in- 
stances as used, to be taken in the same sense. The 
parts of a text must agree, (3.) If the word is taken in 
the sense of an atonement, as they seem to say, such an 
atonement must be taken in a general way for all men ; 
but in this prayer Christ confined his petitions to his 
disciples alone.’’ ‘‘I pray not for the world, but for 
them which thou hast given me: for they are mine.” 
Yerse 9. (4.) The context does not tend — taking his 

whole prayer as the context — to teach what Clirist was 
ahout to do — ^namely, lay down his life and make an 
atonement, as these commentators seem to understand 
it — ^but it refers to what our Savior had done — ^namely, 
that he had kept himself from the corruptions of the 
world, and was wholly consecrated to the will of the 
Father — and he prayed, being now about to leave his dis- 
ciples, that they might imitate himself and the Father as 
to hrotlierly nnify and love of one another, and be kept 
“from the evil.” A consecration to God from all evil, a 
holiness consisting in brotherly love and in being hept from 
the evil^ is all the sanctification that the passage teaches. 
It is well to observe, finally, as to this passage, that it 
teaches sanctification^ a thing that we all agree to in com- 
mon ; but it is the external, and not the internal, and so 
the passage just strengthens om' former arguments, and, 
like other instances mentioned, those who make it an 
inward 'work misapply the facts in the case, just as Dr. 
Peck did his evidences of entire sanctification, which we 
showed to be all evidences of the new" birth merely ; besides 
many other points already adduced have been shown to be 
misunderstood. Should we grant that our Lord referred 
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to making an atonement, sucli would not necessarily imply 
an internal act by tlie verb, and so our argument would 
not be afiected. Therefore, our exposition being admitted, 
the Hebrew idea and usage are found in the Greek of our 
verb, and it maintains its uniformity, 

9. Acts XX, 32 ; And now, brethren, I commend you 
to God and to the word of his grace, which is able to build 
you up, and to give you an inheritance among all them 
which are sanctified.^’ 

Several things serve to show that “them which are 
sanctified” — roT- yj^caff/iivoiq — ^means simply those who are 
standing in good and acceptable covenant relation^ what zve 
call true Christians in general^ in the sense of Church mem- 
herSj as opposed to idolaters and those not fully taught in 
Christian principles^ that have not yet become tJioroughly 
established in the requirements of Christian organization. 
That this is the meaning we argue from several consider- 
ations, briefly; (1.) In defining our word in this and in 
several other places, Dr. Edward Robinson says that it is 
“ said of Christians in general that is, such as are con- 
nected with Christian community. (2.) Since the -word is 
in the perfect tense, passive voice, it implies that those 
spoken of, at some previous time, wxre znade holy in the 
Hebrew sense, as in Pi’ hel — ^Lev. xx, 8 — where it is 
said of God’s people en masse: “I am the Lord which 
sanctify you that is, which make you holy, in the plain 
sense of making them his people according to ecclesias- 
tical rules, thereby making a distinction between them and 
the heathen nations, whom he did not then sanctify, and 
who w'ere always regarded as the unclean, (3.) The word, 
therefore, in the form here used, has the force of the 
Hebrew adjective, hadhosh^ and the Greek dywq^ 

Qiagios^ holy. It refers to a proper and ecclesiastical 
holiness as becomes the worshipers of the true God — true 
Church members, (a) Dr. Hibbard very properly defines 
this word, as found both in Hebrew and Greek, to qualify 
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the true Church of God, in the very sense in which we 
understand it. He says, “ Nothing can be more plain, as 
appears from the examples adduced, and from the general 
face of Scripture usage, that liagios^ and its corre- 
sponding Hebrew, hodesh^ and hadosTiy when 

used substantively, signify a worshiper of God, a person 
set apart, or devoted to religion'' Again he says, The 
Jews were called the holy, the clean ; and after them the 
Christians were also called the holy, the clean, or the 
saints. The members of the Christian Church were the 
saints; and the saints were the members of the Christian 
Church.’’'*' Now, since Hr. Eobinson says that the verb 
ayid^a), hagiazo, means, in the New Testament, properly 
to render dyiow, hagionf is it not obvious, since our verb is 
in the passive voice, and also in the past tense, that the 
apostle virtually told them they should be built up and 
receive an inheritance among the Church members, the 
h ayioiq, en hagiois? This may be further proved. Com- 
pare Eph. i, 18 : “ That ye may know what is the hope 
of his calling, and vrhat the riches of the glory of his in- 
heritance in the saints.” rotg dyung, among the saints, 
among the holy ones. This passage seems to agree with 
our text exactly. It simply refers to the favor of the 
Gentiles, when brought into Christian Church fellowship. 
So, Col. i, 12: “Giving thanks unto the Father, which 
hath made us meet to be partakers of the inheritance of 
the saints in light.” The most that can well be said 
against this view is, that such may refer to the part of 
the Church who are dead and in hades — ^in the spirit- 
world — which can not influence the case at all, since there 
is nothing to show that they ever received any greater 
inward work than that of regeneration, and were ol, dycoi, 
(hoi hagioi,) the holy ones, while living, and are the same 
when dead. God’s family are both in heaven and in 
earth. Eph. i, 10. So Dr. Hibbard’s argument and Dr. 

^ Baptism, pp. 136, 137. 
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Robinson’s definition of necessity combine, witli all the 
force of Hebrew usage, to confirm our views of this pas- 
sage. If they are correct, we think we are; if we are 
wrong, how can they be right ? (S) The manner in which 

St. Peter uses the word “holy” in 1 Pet. i, 14, 16, and 
the quotation he makes from Lev. xi, 44, saying, “Be ye 
holy IN ALL MANNER OF CONVERSATION : because it is writ- 
ten, Be ye holy, for I am holy,” where the context shows, 
in Leviticus, that the holiness was no inward work, suffi- 
ciently fix the sense of the words. Them that are sanetifiedy 
in our text, since we have found the phrase to equal 
hagioi. The holiness respects one’s outward manner of 
life. Therefore our word follows Hebrew usage. It is 
uniform. It affords no idea, as yet, of an inward work, 
but merely that of having been made holy^ so far as the 
word in itself is concerned ; that is, it expresses Church 
membership- 

10. Acts xxvi, 18 : Paul is sent to the Gentiles, “ to 
open their eyes, to turn them from darkness to light, and 
from the power of Satan unto God, that they may receive 
forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them which are 
sanctified [iv roZc r^/ta<7/iiyocg] by faith that is in me.” 

We prefer Mr. Wesley’s translation of this passage, as 
it is, perhaps, more agreeable with the Greek punctua- 
tion. “ That they may receive through faith which is in 
me, forgiveness of sins, and an inheritance among them 
that are sanctified.” This inheritance seems to be the 
blessings and privileges of the Christian Church on 
earth. We give our reasons for this opinion, (a) Green- 
field defines xXr/pov^ Heron, here translated “ inheritance,” 
“ a part, portion, share” In Acts viii, 21, it is trans- 
lated “lot.” “Thou hast neither part nor LOT in this 
matter;” where it evidently means the “lot” or “part” 
of a Church member. Dr. Robinson defines it “ a portion, 
possession, heritage.” It corresponds to the Hebrew bnO, 
gordl, where Gesenius says, portion, destiny, as 
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assigned to men from God. Psa. xvi, 5;’’ where David 
seems to be speaking of what he has^ and not of what he 
will have hereafter. ‘'The lines are fallen unto me in 
pleasant places; yea, I haye a goodly heritage, (^) The 
nature of the passage implies that the reference was to 
the earthly inheritance ; for the apostle is sent to “ Gen- 
tiles ’^—heathens who need to have the eyes of their un- 
derstanding opened — ^to be turned from the power of Sa- 
tan, wliich was heathenism in this instance. All this he 
is to do, that these Gentiles may have their lot or portion 
with the converted^ with the Church,^ with the saints that 
is, with the ones made holy in the Hebrew sense. Or if 
it means the heavenly inheritance, our argument, in every 
way, stands the same; and so is really argued in the last 
passage marked (9). In either sense it follows the He- 
brew signification, and simply means Church members or 
Christians. This is also one of Dr. Robinson’s proof- 
passages, where he says it is “ said of Christians in gen- 
eral.” And how% in the nature of the case, can it mean 
such as have received the second blessing called entire* 
sanctification, when all that the text teaches as being 
necessary to obtain this inheritance, so far as it respects 
a work having reference to the soul, is merely ‘‘forgive- 
ness of sins,” since Rev. Richard Watson says, “The 
justification of the ungodly, the counting or imputation 
of righteousness, the forgiveness of iniquity, and the 
covering and non-imputation of sin, are phi’ases which have 
all, perhaps, their various shades of meaning, but which 
express the very same blessing under different views 
Now, the ^^fo7*giveness of iniquity here used by Mr. 
Watson, and the ^‘'forgiveness of sinsf found in our text, 
are the same in the original. 

But the doctrine is, according to Mr. Watson and o*ur 
Church generally, that when one is pardoned or has his 
sins forgiven, it is an act done for him called justifica- 

Theological Dictionary, Article Justification. 
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tion; that simultaneously there is an internal regenera- 
tion; that this is inyariably a ^^concomitant” of justifica- 
tion, and that it is rarely expected, though believed to he 
possible, that entire sanctification should be a concomitant 
also. But on our impending text, both Dr. Adam Clarke 
and Mr. Benson hold that the phrase ‘Hhem that are 
sanctified ” means and includes “ entire sanctification.” 
Novr, granting this to be so, their own comments must 
destroy their own doctrine, as a distinct work; for Mr, 
Benson says that they may be sanctified as well as just- 
ified.” Dr. Clarke says “ that all their sins may be par- 
doned, and their souls sanctified; for nothing less is 
implied in the phrase a^striq d/xaprcwvj which signifies the 
taking away or removal of ^n§, . . . And as the 

inheritance is among them that are sanctified, this is a 
farther proof that a<pe<Tiq duaprtwv signifies not only the 
forgiveness of suis, but also the purification of the hearth 
By these words, we think any one would understand these 
commentators to mean entire sanctification as they under- 
stood it. And if so, they beg the w'hole question neces- 
sary to make a case, and thereby virtually renounce their 
second work, making what is called the concomitant ” of 
mere pardon identical with their complete sanctity. This 
signal dilemma I have found and sho^yn in Mr. Watson’s 
definition of regeneration, and that of sanctification as 
found in his Theological Dictionary, wherein it is obvious 
that he has failed to show any difference in these two doc- 
trines ; and in Dr. Peck we have shown almost a score of 
similar difficulties. We conclude on our phrase in this 
text, upon the whole, (1.) That it follows the Hebrew use 
of the verb. (2.) That if it means an inward work, as 
held by our commentators, we thereby completely destroy 
the doctrine which, as a Church, we have tried to defend 
and teach ! 

11. 1 Cor, i, 2 ; Unto the Church of God which is at 
Corinth, to them that are sanctified in Christ 
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Jesus, called to be saints, with all that in every place call 
upon the name of J esus Christ our Lord.’’ 

(1.) It has been shown, in our exposition of a former 
text, that r,YLa(SfdyoLq, the perfect passive participle, here 
rendered ^‘them that are sanctified,” means, according to 
Dr. Robinson, to vBudev dytov^ Tioly^ and that it means those 
who have been made holt. This is in perfect analogy 
with the perfect passive participle and the kindred adjec- 
tive of any verb in our own language. Thus, in speaking 
of a man having heen freed or made free^ we call him a 
free man ; of a man having heen justified or made just, a 
just man ; of one havmg heen purified or made pure, a 
p^lre man. Hundreds of instances of this kind of usage, 
of the perfect participle as an adjective, are found in the 
Latin. E. g., we open our Lexicon at random, and find 
^^IMPEDITUS,” ohstrueted^ from impedio, to dbsiruci^ where 
Leverett gives it, apparently as constantly used, as an 
adjective, although verbally it would be translated as a 
participle, having heen obstructed. It is, therefore, proper, 
according to the general usage of language, to make this 
participle equal to aytoq^ (hagios^) holy, 

(2.) This is its meaning all through the Old Testament 
and also the Hew, as we have seen.” Ex. xix, 6: ^^Ye 
shall be unto me ... an holy nation.” Hebrew, 
lafnj?; Septuagint, This was the word of the Lord 

to the whole body of the children of Israel as his Church. 
So, also, Ex. xxii, 31, shall be holy men unto me;” 
and Lev. xi, 44, 45, with many other passages. These 
prove that the ones having heen made holy^ the toTs? 

or their equivalent, mean God’s visible Church on 
earth, whether in the old or new dispensation. The Chris- 
tian Church is actually commanded to be, as a people, the 
dytoc^ hagioi^ of the Lord in the same sense in which the 
Church of the Jewish age was. 1 Pet. i, 14-16 : “ As 
obedient children, not fashioning yourselves according to 
the former lusts in your ignorance; but as he which hath 
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called you is holy, [aytov^ so be ye holy laytot] in all 
manner of conversation; because it is written, Be ye 
holy, [ayjoc,] for I am holy \_&ytoqY^ Observe, {a) This 
holiness is to consist in outward conformity to Christian- 
ity, as opposed to fashioning” themselves “according 
to the former lusts in ignorance.” They had been hea- 
thens before their conversion, “scattered throughout Pon- 
tus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia;” though 
not exclusively so by any means, for some were converted 
Jews. (6) Their holiness is specified to be in “all man- 
ner OF CONVERSATION.” That is, SO as not to break the 
moral law, nor ecclesiastical ordinances, (c) He com- 
mands them to be Jioly^ not only according to the direc- 
tions in (a) and (5), but his quoting the Old Testament 
gives full proof that he designs to be understood as teach- 
ing the very same holiness which was practiced among 
the Jews, and inculcated in the quotation which he makes 
either from Lev. xi, 44, or xix, 2, where the whole chap- 
ter and context, of both these passages respectively, for- 
bid idolatry^ especially; and so just corresponds to his 
forbidding the Christian Church fusMonmy the?7iselves 
according to the former hosts” In the old dispensation, 
God, as shown on almost every page of the Bible, forbade 
idolati’y, and his people from mingling with the idolatrous 
nations, because he had made them holy by such Divine, 
prohibitions ; and the very same thing is perpetually taught 
in the Christian dispensation. This is holiness; this is 
sanctification, 

(3.) The grammatical apposition in our text is proof that 
the ay tot, holy — translated “saints” — constitute the Church 
in both dispensations. Our text says that the Epistle to 
the Corinthians was written “unto the Church of God,” 
located “ at Corinth.” It really has naine and locality. 
But in apposition with this Church the Epistle is ad- 
dressed “ to them that are sangtifiei), or made holt ” — 

by ecclesiastical distinctions to distinguish them from 

27 
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heattens — and still another clause in apposition is added, 
for he writes to them which are called to be saints,^’ 
and still another, which in %enm is in apposition, 
With all that in every place call upon the name of J esus 
Christ our Lord.” Here it is equal to demonstration 
that the Qhiroh^ the sanctified^ the saints^ and every one 
else who calls on the name of the Lord, are one and the 
same; just as we proved in No. 2, above. 

(4.) Our word, then, keeps its uniformity of meaning, 
being precisely Hebrew in sense. This is another of the 
proof-passages of Dr. Robinson, where he says, very cor- 
rectly, that it is ^^said of Christians in general.” Dr. 
Adam Clarke appreciated the sense of the word here ex- 
actly. He says, separated from the corrup- 

tions of their place and age.” It is strange that his 
comment, on the last passage considered, is so different 
from what he here . says, when the passages are similar, 
and so considered by Dr. Robinson. They were made 
holy in obeying the moral law, and the ceremonial part 
of the Christian religion, such as baptism, the sign of the 
Church relation, and the partaking of the sacrament of 
the Lord’s Supper, and thus they were separated^ as Dr. 
Clarke says, from the unholy or unclean heathen, not 
so separated. If we say that the word here means an 
inward work, we do great violence to the sense of our 
text. 

12. Jude 1: “Jude ... to them that are sancti- 
fied [roTg 7jytafffj.iuoLq] by Grod the Father, and preserved 
in Jesus Christ, and called.” Here our w’^ord means 
MADE HOLY by Ghui'ch rites and ordinances as in the last 
text. They being alike, we need not examine this fur- 
ther; but simply observe that our view here agrees with 
the opinion of others. This text also comes under Dr. 
Robinson’s remark, where he says that it is “said of 
Christians in general.” Here Dr. Clarke says : “ Sancti- 
fied signifies here consecrated to Cfod through faith in 
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Christ.' ’ Mr. Benson says, “Devoted to his service, set 
apart for him and made holy, through the influence of his 
grace.’’ Our term still works from a Hebrew stand- 
point. 

13, 1 Cor. vi, 9-11 : “ The unrighteous shall not inherit 
the kingdom of God, . . . neither fornicators, nor 
idolaters, etc. . . . And such were some of you : hut 
ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified 
in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our 
God.” 

We notice, (1.) The contrast in this passage; their 
sanctification is of an external character, because opposed 
to such things as fornication, idolatry, and covetousness — 
the infernal triumvirate of our own age. In this respect 
it just corresponds with the sanctification taught in the 
old dispensation, where the Hebrew verb is used, as in 
Lev. xi, 43, 44, where God forbids defilement with “ any 
creeping thing,” and positively enjoins, as opposed to 
this, saying, “ Sanctify yourselves that is, make your- 
selves HOLY, after which it could be said of them in terms 
of commendation, in the words of our text, Tieg- 

iasthete^ ye are sanctified ; verbally, ye were made holy. 
(2.) The order of this text is to be observed. It is first 
said of them, “Ye are washed.” No doubt baptism by 
water is here meant. Then it says, “ Ye are sanctified 
then, “Y’e are justified.” Dr. Adam Clarke’s comment 
on the passage is, perhaps, as good and as sensible as a 
mortal can possibly write or conceive of, and deserves to 
be quoted here, although his etymology of the verb, ex- 
cellent in meaning, seems mysterious and without author- 
ity from any source within our knowledge, and wanting, 
perhaps, in analogy. We do not say that he is incorrect. 
He says, ^But ye are washed,^ Several suppose that 
the order in which the operations of the grace of God 
take place in the soul, is here inverted; but I am of 
a very different mind. Every thing will appear here 
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in its order, when we understand the terms used by the 
apostle. Ye are washed, hzsXovffaffOs, ye have been bap- 
tized into the Christian faith; and ye have promised in 
this baptism to put off all filthiness of the flesh and spirit; 
and the washing of your bodies is emblematical of the 
purification of your souls. Te are sanctified, ^Hyta^rdr^Ts, 
from a, privative, and y^, the earth; ye are separated from 
earthly things, to be connected with spiritual. Ye are 
separated from time, to be connected with eternity. Ye 
are separated from idols, to be jomed to the living God. 
Separation from common earthly, or sinful uses, to be 
wholly employed in the service of the true God, is the 
ideal meaning of this word, both in the Old and New 
Testaments. It was in consequence of their being sep- 
arated from the world that they became a Church of God. 
Ye were formerly workers of iniquity, and associated Avith 
workers of iniquity; but now ye are separated from 
them, and united together to work out your salvation with 
fear and trembling before God. Ye are justified, ""Edixat- 
Ye have been brought into a state of favor with 
God, your sins have been blotted out through Christ 
Jesus; the Spirit of God witnessing the same to your 
conscience, and carrying on, by his energy, the great 
work of regeneration in your hearts. The process here 
is plain and simple: 1. Paul and his brother apostles 
preached the Gospel at Corinth, and besought the people 
to turn from darkness to light; fi^om idol vanities to the 
living God, and to believe in the Lord Jesus for the re- 
mission of sins. 2. The people who heard were con- 
vinced of the Divine truths delivered by the apostle, and 
flocked to baptism. S. They were baptized in the name 
of the Lord Jesus, and thus took upon them the public 
profession of the Gospel. 4. Being noAV baptized into 
the Christian faith, they were separated from idols and 
idolaters, and became incorporated with the Church of 
God. 5. As penitents, they were led to the Lord Jesus, 
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for justification^ ^vliich they received through faith in his 
blood. 6. Being justified freely, having their sins forgiven 
through the redemption that is in Jesus; they received 
the Spirit of Grod^ to attest this glorious vrork of grace 
to their consciences; and thus became possessed of that 
principle of righteousness, that true leaven which was 
to leaven the whole lump, producing that universal 
holiness without which no man can see the Lord.^' 
Such is the opinion of our author as to the o?^der of 
things with the Corinthians. Any one can see that if this 
order is correct, if the term in question means to remove 
sin from the heart, as additional to regeneration, then, 
verily, they would have been “’wholly sanctified” defore 
justification. (3.) We therefore conclude that our verb 
here signifies to make holy by the process of setting 
themselves apart in Christian organization in contradis- 
tinction to the unbaptized and the non-communicants, 
agreeing in meaning with Dr. Clarke. Now, keeping in 
mind Dr. darkens clear comment on this text, observe 
that the verb rj/tdaOTjTs is in the aorist tense, and indicates 
that, at a time previous to the apostle’s -writing to them, 
they were made holy by their mere Church relation ; that 
is, Ye were made dywi^ liagioL On this account, in chap, 
i, 2, he addresses them as saints, using the term 
hagiois. Is not this natural? Sensible? According to 
the tense of the verb? According to Dr. Clarke’s com- 
ment? In keeping with the point contended for, that 
dytoi;j hagios^ is a term to indicate Church or covenant 
relation? Demonstrating the fact, before written, that 
dyid^o), hagiazOj both etymologically and practically, means 
to make one dywv^ hagion ? Hence, our word is Hebrew 
still- — it is uniform in sense. 

14. 1 Tim. iv, 5 : “ For it is sanctified \^AyzdZEza{] by 
the Word of Grod and prayer.” The thing here sanctified 
is the “ creature^’ of God, mentioned in verse 4 — -ay 
esod xoAoy, every created thino of God is useful. It refers 
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to meats which some apostates from the faith should for- 
bid to be eaten, and, of course, it means our food in gen- 
eral. There are no distinctions of meats in the Christian 
dispensation, as there were in the old Levitical. The 
voice which spoke to Peter said, “ What Grod hath 
cleansed, that call not thou common — Acts x, 15 — that 
is, unclean. Hence, all our food has been sanctified by 
the Word of God; that pronounced or made holy by 
the repeal of the arbitrary law of the Divine Lawgiver. 
He also says it is sanctified “by prayer.” We are to 
MAKE our food HOLY by asking the blessing of our boun- 
tiful Benefactor upon it, which is done “ by prayer,” and 
so this constitutes, in these two particulars, the sanctifi- 
cation in this passage. The word, then, is Hebrew in use. 
It has no reference, either, to the purity of the human 
heart. 

15. 2 Tim. ii, 21 : “If a man therefore purge himself 
from these, he shall be a vessel unto honor, sanctified, 
[fjYLaaiiivQv^ and meet for the Master’s use, and prepared 
unto every good work.” We notice; (1.) Here is the 
perfect participle again, which we have found to be equal 
in meaning to ayioq^ (hagioSj) Jioly^ as applied to a Church 
member. (2.) For man/^ in our text, we have “a 
vessel,^’ which shows that, even in this, the passage has a 
strong Hebrew coloring. Thus, in Isa. xiii, 3, those whom 
God musters, as soldiers to execute his wrath, he calls 
“my sanctified ones.” In verse 5 he calls them "bp 
(kle zaino^ the vessels of my wrath. (3.) In this 
text a man is said to purge himsdf^^ and, as a result 
of this, he is to be as a vessel — ijytaajjLivoy — which is 
equal to ayio\t^ which is the same as all meaning 

holy. How, compare this with Lev. xi, 44, where the 
Hebrew verb is in the Hithpa’ hel species, and w^here 
the adjective stands after it, to show what condition they 
will be in after the reflexive act of the verb has passed 
upon them, and we have an exact analogy. The clause 
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is, Sanctify yourselves, and ye stall be boly that is, 
MAKE yourselves holy by not touching any creeping 
thing,” as the same verse says. This corresponds with 
\Yhat stands as the context to our text, where Paul, in 
verse 16, tells Timothy to “ shun profane and vain bab- 
blings,” and such like things, ifrom which he who is made 
holy^ or sanctified, is to be separated. Both in the Old 
and New Testaments the sanctification is external in 
EVERY instance. The analogy in these two passages 
seems very close. Dr. Clarke is again to the point in 
settling the meaning of our word, let his opinions else- 
wdiere be as they may. He says, ^^He that takes heed 
to his ways and to his doctrines, and walks with Grod, 
will separate himself, not only from all falee doctrines^ but 
from all wicked men^ and thus be sanctified and proper to 
be employed by the Master in every good word and 
work.” 0, that the Church as a body, individually^ would 
sanctify itself according to this wholesome remark ! So 
neither is there an inward work taught in this passage ! 

16. 1 Peter iii, 15 : “ But sanctify [d/cd(raTe] the Lord 
Grod in your hearts.” We have instances of this kind of 
language in the Hebrew Scriptures, where man, the sin- 
ful^ is commanded to sanctify Sim whose very nature is 
infinite purity, and, of course, it can not mean entire 
sanctification, as men hold that phrase. The Lord said 
to Moses, Deut. xxxii, 51: ^‘Te sanctified me not in the 
midst of the children of Israel.” Here the Hebrew 
kiddashtem^ is found in the Pi’ hel species, and 
is defined in Eobinson’s Gresenius’s Lexicon, quoting the 
very passage, To hold sacred^ to regard and treat as 
holy^ as God. Deut. xxxii, 51.” That is, MAKE God a 
HOLY Being in all your thoughts, in the sense of regard- 
ing and treating him as such, a reverential^ spiritual emo- 
tion of the heart constantly. Mr. Wesley says, Have a 
holy fear and a full trust in his wise providence.” Dr. 
Clarke holds the same views, and is quite lengthy and 
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plain on this text. One period may suffice: Entertain 
just notions of God, of his nature, power, will, justice, 
goodness, and truth. Do not conceive of him as being 
actuated by such passions as men. Separate him in your 
hearts from every thing earthly^ human ^ fickle^ rigidly §<3- 
vere^ or capriciously mercifuV^ So the regularity of 
meaning in our word is still seen, and its sense to cleanse 
the soul moroRy is w^anting. 

17. Eph. V, 25, 26 : Husbands, love your wives, even 
as Christ also loved^ the Church and gave himself for it, 
that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the washing 
of water by the Word.’^ This passage, according to our 
received translation of the Scriptures, seems dark and un- 
satisfactory. That Christ should sanctify his Church, in 
the sense of cleansing it in any way — for in this sense one 
is apt to conceive of it, because “ sanctify ” is connected 
with cleanse by ^^and” — and that he should cleanse it 
with the washing of water seem to us incredible. No 
man, in a moral respect, has ever been cleansed by the 
w'ashing of water, whether that be baptism or not. The 
comments, also, that we have had access to leave the sub- 
ject as dark, as to the possibility of cleansing the Church 
^^with the washing of water,” as if such writings had 
never existed. They speak of baptism being accompa- 
nied by the purifying influences of the Holy Spirit,” and 
such like expressions, all which seem to imply that “ the 
purifying influences ” necessarily attend baptism, which is 
not the case; for if they did, then baptism by water 
would be the very means by which we receive pardon and 
adoption. Our convictions are that the Holy Scriptures, 
properly interpreted, can not conflict. There can be no 
discord in the works of God. Neither can there be in 
his Word. ^‘The law of the Lord is perfect.” From 
what seems to us to be a misunderstanding of this text, 
some have taken it as a proof for the remission of sins by 
water baptism. Since the passage has appeared dark to 
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many, even to those who believe that there is no moral 
purity for the soul, except through the direct operation 
of the Holy Spirit upon the heart, and since others have 
made it the proof of a masked infidelity and pseudo-Ghich- 
tianity, we trust the most fastidious will pardon us for 
offering our own exposition. The final object that we 
have in view, in this exegesis, is to arrive at the true 
sense of the word sanctify,’^ as used in this text. In 
order to this w^e must interpret the passage in its several 
phrases correctly. 

(1.) The meaning of the word dycd(rrj^ Jiagiase^ might 
sanctify,’’ we assume to be might regard and treat as holy. 
This is the very signification given by Gresenius, in the 
Pi’ hel of the Hebrew verb, (a) This is like the He- 
brew use of the word in the fact that it is an act of God 
direct on his people as a Church, the same as the term is 
employed in the Old Testament. (6) We have many 
examples. Take Lev, xx, 8, am the Lord which 

SANCTIFY you.” Here is the Pi’ hel participle 

kaddishkem,) the one regarding and treating you as 
HOLY, as opposed to those not in a covenant relation, 
those not of the true Church of God. This we hold to 
be the sense of the word, as further expositions may help 
to sustain us. 

(2.) The word “cleanse,” in the original, is xadapitraq^ 
katharisas — the first aorist participle of xa0ap(^(o, hath- 
arizo. We choose to use it here in the Levitical or cer- 
emonial sense of, to cleanse^ to make lawful^ to declare 
clean. These are the meanings given by Dr. Eobinson, 
but he quotes our text under his second division, where 
he holds it “in a moral sense.” Our sense of it is the 
same as its use in Acts x, 15, “ What God hath 
CLEANSED \ixa6dpt(7^ that Call not thou common,” that is, 
unclean. The very same is in chapter xi, 9. Now, the 
tenth and part of the eleventh chapter of Acts give the 
account of Peter’s vision, by which it was made known 
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to him that ceremonial distinctions were destroyed. When 
he understood the true nature and import of his vision, 
he preached the Gospel with great power to the Gentiles. 
A number of them were converted on the occasion. The 
Jews, beholding the fact, <^were astonished,” “because 
that on the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the 
Holy Ghost.” Peter said, “ Can any man forbid water, 
that these should not be baptized, which have received the 
Holy Ghost as well as we?” The secret of the matter 
was, God had declared them clean; he had thrown off the 
ceremonial prohibition which had rendered the Gentile 
world unclean^ which had excluded them from grace, and 
now placed them on equal chances for salvation with the 
Jew. He now considered them fit subjects for Christian 
baptism, as all Gentiles are, so far as the general provi- 
sions of grace are concerned; that is, all have access to 
the Church of God; and those who deny this rite of 
baptism to infants ought to be consistent^ and deny to 
them the benefit of the atonement also, which will be no 
trouble for them at all, since the rite of baptism is a result 
procured for us through the atonement. When Peter re- 
turned to Jerusalem the Jews accused him for holding fel- 
lowship with the uncircumcised. He explains to them his 
vision, giving the interpretation thereof in full, how a 
“ voice ” had told him not to call that unclean which God 
had cleansed. When the Jews heard this, they were sat- 
isfied with his explanation, and said, “ Then hath God 
also to the Gentiles granted repentance unto life.” The 
■word, then, means, as proved by these two places in the 
Acts, to declare ceremonially clean^ or we may so slightly 
modify it as to suit this passage, and say, to declare cere- 
monially jit, 

(3.) The phrase, “^vashing of water,” means laptism. 
The term loutro^ Dr. Robinson defines, “ a washing^ 

ablution^ that is, the act, spoken of baptism. Eph. v, 
26.” Dr. Clarke says, “Baptism, accompanied by the 
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purifying influences of the Holy Spirit.’’ Mr. Wesley 
says, Saving cleansed it from the guilt and power of 
sin, hy the washing of water. In baptism, if wuth the 
‘outward and visible sign,’ we receive the inward and 
spiritual grace.” Mr. Benson is to the same effect. 

(4.) Our authorized version renders the word rw XiiTftu}^ 
“ WITH the washing thereby making it the Dative mstru- 
mental. We would not so render it. Our views of the- 
ology forbid us. We would make it the Dative of the 
indirect object of y.aOap(aa^. Compare Tit. ii, 14, ha ,, , 
7.adapL(TiQ iaoTw ?.adv^ that he might cleanse for himself a 
‘peo'pler Here the same verb, exactly, takes a direct and 
indirect object. 

(5.) The particle en^ in our text, in our authorized 
version translated ‘^by,” and by Mr. Wesley “through,” 
we take to have the force of according to. In proof of 
this, (a) Dr. Robinson so gives it where it is used, “of a 
rule, law, standard,” Greenfield and Groves give it this 
same meaning in some instances. Dr. Winer likewise 
where he says it is used “of the rule, the measure to 
tohich something is referred, according to which it is 
judged. Compare the Hebrew 2, Bretshneider 

and Wahl so define it in Eph. iv, 16 ; Rom. i, 24 ; Phil, 
ii, 7. (b) Several examples can be given, besides those 

just mentioned, as Matt, vii, 2, S yap xplpan xphsre^ 
xpLdyjasaOs^ For ACCORDING TO what judgment ye judge, ye 
shall be judged. 1 Thess. iv, 15, For this we say to you, 
h )^6y<i) Kupcoo, ACCORDING TO the Word of the Lord. 

(6.) The term rhemati, in our version rendered 

“ word,” since it comes from the verb fiiw, (rheo,) to speak, 
properly signifies that which is spoken, or a word, as 
spoken, and so, perhaps, very nearly, if not exactly, cor- 
responds to our word speech, when we say that some one 
makes a speech, and was most likely used in our text in 
reference to the speech or commands of our Lord during 
^ Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, § 52, 2, b. 
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Ills public ministry, since it is sometimes written in full, 
as in Rom. x, 17, ^ os dzoij dtd ^rj/iazo^ Ssou, hearing is 
through the Word of God. So Dr. Robinson dejSnes it 
where he gives our text in proof, ^^The doctrines and 
promises revealed and taught from God, the Gospel as 
PREACHED."’^ 

(7.) The parts of the text being now defined, and good 
authority adduced for the sense that we afiix to every 
term, bearing in mind, also, that the apostle is writing to 
a Church who had been heathens and not Jews, we will 
give our translation of the passage. y.a0d>q xdX 6 

rpfdTtr^as rr^v xai iaord)^ Tzapidwxev d-Tzep aoTTjv 

dytdff-Q^ xaOap'CFa^ rep Xerpip rod udaroq pijpart ) -4.S also Christ 
loved the Church and gave himself for it; that he might 
REGARD AND TREAT IT AS HOLY, HAVING- DECLARED [it] 
CEREMONIALLY CLEAN or FIT FOR the Washing of water j 
[baptism,] ACCORDING TO THE GoSPEL. 

(8.) Such a command had been given in the ministry 
of our Lord respecting baptism, when he commanded the 
disciples to go into all nations and hajptize them. Matt, 
xxviii, 19. 

(9.) When the apostle said Christ gave himself that he 
might treat the Church as holy^ how reasonable it is that 
he should throw in the participial clause — xadaptixa^ x, r. 
X. — ^in order to guard the conditionality of the Christian 
religion ! otherwise his statement would teach Universalism. 
But the adjunct implies an antecedent act to that of be- 
ing regarded holy, which is baptism — the sign that sup- 
poses personal faith in Christ. Hence Dr. Winer says, 
In Eph. V, 26, h ^nj/xarc does not belong to rp Xourpp rod 
odaroe;^ but it is divided thus : iva adrrjU, dycdffT]^ xadapicae; rp 
X, r. ud, iv pyj/iarcy the xaOapi^siy precedes dyid^,^ and is neg- 
ative as the latter somewhat positive.’’* 

(10.) While these several points contribute to make the 
Hebrew itsus loquendi of dytd^m^ hagiazo^ appear, as well 

^ Idioms, § 19, 2, 
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as to show a plain, * consistent, and proper order of theo- 
logical items, the force of the apostle’s exhortation must 
also be brought to bear on the meaning of hagiazo. The 
twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth verses, on which we offer 
these remarks, are but the illustrations by which the apos- 
tle enforces his exhortation. He had just commanded 
husbands to love their wives as Christ did the Church in 
dying for it. And the final end of this atonement, as 
stated in our text, is, that he might regard the members 
of his Church as holy, which holiness was, so far as it 
relates to this passage, in part at least, to consist in hus- 
bands loving their wives ; otherwise the exhortation and the 
illustration by which it is enforced, have no connection or 
bearins: whatever. But verse 27 continues the same doc- 
trine in substance, as the final end for which Christ gave 
himself : “ That he might present it to himself a glorious 
Church, not having spot or wrinkle, or any such thing; 
but that it should be hagi(i\ holy and without 

blemish.” Now, every one can see that hagiazo^ in verse 
26, is intended to be taken in the radical and Hebrew 
sense of making the Church hagia^ as found in verse 27. 
Therefore, our w^ord is Hebrew in use as applied directly 
to indicate the act of God upon his entire people, just as 
in the old ceremonial dispensation. And the sanctifica- 
tion taught in it consists in the parties in the marriage 
relation loving one another. See the rest of the chapter. 
And the next chapter goes on with the same subject, re- 
quiring childi'en to be obedient to parents, and parents 
properly to train their children, as duties in the Church 
relation. Such external duties constitute all the sanctifi- 
cation that our text requires. Since these arguments are 
designed to teach the Christian religion in that manner 
in which we think men ought to practice it, a further re- 
mark may be admissible. In the first verse of the next 
chapter, the sanctification, being outward obedience en- 
joined upon all, is extended even to children; for it is 
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said, Children [rizva] obey your parents in the Lord/’ 
In No. 2 of our remarks on this text, we observed that 
children had a right to the Church relation, because God 
had made a general provision for the children of Gentiles 
as well as for those of Jews. Now, the apostle com- 
mands them to obey their parents IN the Lord. This is 
not only sanctification, in the sense of a covenant relation 
as opposed to what is called “ entire sanctification ” as an 
imvard work; but it also shows that children of Christian 
parents are regarded as in the covenant, and must keep 
its requirements, namely, the moral law, to which the 
apostle refers when he speaks of the first commandment 
with promise.” Now, if the moral law has any claim on 
cliildi’en of Christian parents, suggest that they be 
baptized, or else that the parents themselves repudiate 
baptism altogether, on the very same ground that they 
withhold it from the child. These remarks are not at all 
foreign from our subject in general. We are vrriting on 
practical Christian pei'fection and sanctification. The fact 
can not be denied that the worst communities in our land, 
the most given to Sabbath-breaking and profanity, infi- 
delity, hardness of heart, and disrespect for the house of 
God, are composed of the children of those parents op- 
posed to infant baptism, or who have neglected the ordi- 
nance, and have failed to train their children according to 
the requirements of the covenant relation. 

18 and 19. 1 Cor, vii, 14: “For the unbelieving bus- 
band is sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is 
sanctified by the husband ; else were your children un- 
clean; but now are they holy.” Our verb ^ytaffrdty (hegi- 
astui,) “is sanctified,” occurs twice in this text. It is used 
in the same sense in each clause. The word has been so 
clearly defined by our commentators, and those, too, who 
admire entire sanctification, as some hold it, to suit our 
argument both as to this passage and as to the subject in 
general, that we think we can not do better, in giving our 
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views of its use, as here found twice and in general to 
favor our argument, than to quote those commentators. 
We hope that the fact of a majority of our readers being 
supposed to be without those commentaries, or perhaps 
any others of a similar kind, -who may be desirous to 
know the opinion of learned men on this word, especially 
on first sight of our exegesis, may justify us for quoting 
them as much as we do. We will now quote Mr. Benson, 
and in so doing the reader will please to observe, that he 
includes in his own exposition the opinion of Drs. Dod- 
dridge and Whitby, besides merely naming Clemens Alex- 
andrinus and Tertullian as of the same opinion. He says, 
For the unbelievmg husband is sanctified by the wife; 
that is, so far as their matrimonial converse is lawful, 
holy, and honorable, if they were both of the same faith; 
and in many instances the unbeliever, whether husband or 
wife, hath been converted to God by the instrumentality 
of the believing partner. The former sense, however, 
seems to be the primary meaning of the apostle. Mse 
were your children unclean^ and must be looked upon as 
unfit to be admitted to those peculiar ordinances by which 
the seed of God’s people are distinguished; but now are 
they holy^ confessedly; and are as readily admitted to 
baptism as if both the parents were Christians; so that 
the case, you see, is in effect decided by this prevailing 
practice. So Dr. Doddridge, who adds, ‘ On the maturest 
and most impartial consideration of this text, I must judge 
it to refer to infant baptism. JSTothing can be more appar- 
ent than that the word hohj signifies persons who might 
be permitted to partake of the distinguishing rites of 
God’s people. See Ex. xix, 6; Deut. vii, 6 ; xiv, 2 ; xxvi, 
19 ; Ezra ix, 2 ; Acts x, 28, etc. And as for the inter- 
pretation, which so many of our brethren, the Baptists, 
have contended for, that holy signifies legiihnatej and ^m- 
clean, illegitimate, not to urge that this seems an un scrip- 
tural sense of the word, nothing can be more evident than 
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that the argument" will by no means bear it; for it would 
be proving a thing by itself — idem per idem — to argue 
that the converse of the parents was lawful, because the 
children were not bastards; whereas all who thought the 
converse of the parents unlawful, must of course think 
that the children were illegitimate.’ Thus also Dr. Whit- 
by : ^ He doth not say, else were your children bastards^ 
but now they are legitimate^ but else were they unclean; that 
is, heathen children, not to be owned as a holy seed, and 
therefore not to be admitted into covenant with God, as 
belonging to his holy people. That this is the true im- 
port of the words axadapra and a/ta, will be apparent from 
the Scriptures, in which the heathen is styled the iinclean^ 
in opposition to the Jews, who were in covenant with 
God, and therefore styled a holy people. Hence it is evi- 
dent that the Jews looked upon themselves as BobXot deou 
xaddpocy the clean servaTits of God, Neh. ii, 20, and upon 
all the heathen and their offspring as unclean, by reason 
of their want of circumcision and the sign of the cove- 
nant. Hence, whereas it is said that Joshua circmncised 
the people, chap, v, 4, the LXX say Tzsptexddapev, he 
cleansed them. Moreover, of heathen children, and such 
as are not circumcised, they say they are not horn in holi- 
ness; but they, on the contrary, are styled <n:ip!j.a a 
holy seed, Isa. vi, 13; Ezra ix, 2; and the offspring from 

them, and from those proselytes which had embraced their 
religion, are said to be born in holiness, and so thought fit 
to be admitted to circumcision, or baptism, or whatsoever 
might initiate them into the J ewish Church ; and therefore 
to this sense of the words holy and unclean, the apostle 
may be here most rationally supposed to allude. And 
though one of the parents be still a heathen, yet is the de- 
nomination to be taken from the better, and so their off- 
spring are to be esteemed, not as heathen, that is, unclean, 
but holy, as all Christians by denomination are. Hence, 

then, the argument for infant baptism runs thus : If the 
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lioly seed among the Jews was therefore to be circumcised 
and made federally holy, by receiving the sign of the cov- 
enant, and being admitted into the number of God’s holy 
people, because they were born in sanctity, then, by like 
reason, the holy seed of Christians ought to be admitted to 
baptism, and receive the sign of the Christian covenant, 
the laver of regeneration, and so be entered into the soci- 
ety of the Christian Church. So also Clemens Alexan- 
drinus and Tertullian.^’ This is truly a good comment on 
this passage, which shows us that the sanctification taught 
in it is ceremonial^ and used in the Sehrew sense of the 
word. 

Dr. Adam Clarke says, ^^The xunhelieving huBhand is 
sanctified hy the wifef’ or, rather, is to be repided as 
sanctified, on account of his wife; she being a Christian 
woman, and he, though a heathen^ being by marriage one 
flesh with her, her sanctity, as far as it refers to outward 
things, may be considered as imputed to him, so as to ren- 
der their connection not unlawful. The case is the same 
when the wife is a heathen and the husband a Christian, 
The word sanctification, here, is to be applied much more 
to the Christian state than to any moral change in the 
persons ; for saints^ is a common term for Chris- 

— THOSE WHO ARE BAPTIZED INTO THE FAITH OF 

Christ;”* and, as its corresponding term, k'dho- 

shim, signified all the Jews who were in the covenant 
of God by circumcision. The heaihens in question were 
considered to be in this holy state by means of their con- 
nection with those who were, by their Christian profession, 
saints, Mse were your children unclean. If this kind of 
relative sanctification were not allowed, the children of 
these persons could not be received into the Christian 
Church, nor enjoy any rights or privileges as Christians ; 

^ Reader, please notice this sense whicli Dr. Clarke gives ayw, which we 
have put in capitals. It will hold good in every passage in the New Test- 
ament. 
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but the Church of God never scrupled to admit such chil- 
dren as memberSj just as well as she did those who had 
sprung from parents, both of whom were Christians. The 
Jews considered a child as born out of Tiolmess^ whose par- 
ents were not proselytes at the time of the birth, though 
afterward they became proselytes. On the other hand, 
they considered the children of heathens born in holiness^ 
provided the parents became proselytes before the birth. 
All the children of the heathens were reputed unclean by 
the Jews, and all their own children holy. See Dr. Light- 
foot. This shows clearly what the apostle's meaning is." 

The comment of Dr. F. G. Hibbard is so strong, forci- 
ble, and clear on our text that we think it proper, notwith- 
standing the authority already advanced, to quote what he 
says on the meaning of our word. This is not necessary as 
to the word in this text alone, but it seems to throw light 
on the whole subject in a general w'ay, so as to prevent the 
reader from giving too much sanctity to the word sanctifyy 
and thereby deceiving himself. Mr. Hibbard says : “ If 
the reader will attend strictly to the occasion and scope of 
Paul’s reasoning, as above described, he will find no diffi- 
culty in fixing the sense and application of these terms. 
When we understand the subject of which an author is 
treating, no difficulty can occur in determining the sense 
in which he employs words, if he employs them according 
to their usual acceptation. To apply an author's words 
so as to make them prove a sentiment -which he had not 
at first intended, and for which he had not himself em- 
ployed them, is to do him an injustice, that no honest 
expositor -would knowingly do. When w’e undertake to 
represent the opinions of another, we assume an obliga- 
tion, fi'om common honesty and fairness, to use his own 
words as he used them, and to prove nothing more or 
less, or different, by them, than he himself intended. Let 
the reader remember, then, that the subject before the 
apostle's mind was not one that related to civil law or to 
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civil relations, as such, but wbicb came solely under the 
cognizance of ecclesiastical law. It was solely an eccle- 
siastical* question. The words sanciijiedy %ineleany and 
Tiolyy therefore, are to be understood, not in a civile or a 
moraly but in a ceremonial sense. In order to understand 
the import of these terms, in this connection, we must go 
back to Jewish usage, for the apostle uses these words 
here in their Levitical sense.^ It is true he was writ- 
ing to a Christian Church in Greece, and that he em- 
ployed the Greek language, but the subject was one of 
Hebrew origin, and the teems were employed in strict 
CONFORMITY TO HEBREW DSE-f To this use aloue, there- 
fore, can we appeal. The question, then, is, What is the 
Hebrew use of these words? 

^^As I do not consider that our English version gives 
the right turn to this passage, I shall first give the sense, 
as I understand it, in a free paraphrase : ‘ For the unbe- 
lieving husband is made ceremonially clean to the believ- 
ing wife, and the unbelieving wife' is made ceremonially 
clean to the believing husband ; so that it is now admis- 
sible and proper, according to Chiustian distinctions, that 
they should live together in conjugal relation, and not, as 
under the Mosaic law, be obliged to separate and break 
up the marriage union. Were it otherwise — that is, did 
not Christianity regard the unbelieving partner as cere- 
monially clean to the believing — it would follow that the 
Christian Church would reckon the children of such a 
marriage among the unclean, that is, among those who are 
not in covenant with God ; but the fact that the Church re- 
gards all such children, as well as all those whose parents 
are both Christians, as holy — they having been baptized 
and admitted among the covenanted people — ^proves that 
their parents are reckoned as ceremonially clean to each 

^ They have no other sense. 

1 1 do hope the reader will duly consider how sensibly the Doctor speaks 
here. 
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other.^ In support of this sense, I adduce the following 
considerations : First. The language of the text allows it. 
The words r^ycdazat . . . iv rf '^uuacxi, Tiegiastai en te gu- 
naiM, which we translate, Is sanctified to the ivife^ are, to 
say no more, as susceptible of this turn of the sense as 
of the one given in our English version ; and so of the 
phrase iiytdarai h rip dvdp\ Qiegiastai en to andri^ 

is sanctified TO the husband. Our common version says 
the unbelieving party is sanctified ^ by ’ the believing ; but 
this certainly makes no sense whatever. Sow, we ask, 
does the believing party sanctify the unbelieving? This 
is a question that can never be answered. The truth is, 
God himself, and he alone, sanctified the whole Gentile 
world at the opening of the Christian dispensation; that is, 
he abolished those distinctions of clean and unclean, as 
they applied to Jews and Gentiles formerly, and as they 
W’ere now being applied, at Corinth, to believers and unbe- 
lievers. If the reader will turn to the Acts of the Apos- 
tles — chaps. X and xi — ^he will perceive, in the extraordi- 
nary vision of Peter and in his owa. exposition of it sub- 
sequently, in what manner God was pleased to enlighten 
that apostle on this subject, and to deliver him from the 
force of his Jewish prejudices. Peter had doubts of the 
propriety of Agoing in to men uncircumcised, and eating 
with them,’ or even preaching the Gospel to them. He 
called them ^ common, ' that is, ^ unclean.^ He thought it 
would defile him, unfit him for religious privileges and 
duties. But God informed him that he had sanctified the 
Gentile world ; J ewish distinctions were abolished ; it was 
lawful to have intercourse with Gentiles. ^What, there- 
fore, God hath cleansed, [or sanctified, kxaddpi(Te^ call not 
thou common^ that is, ^uncleanJ 

“ But what is the nature of this sanctification, or cleans- 
ing of the Gentile world? Certainly the sanctification 
of wtgich we now speak gives to the Gentile, or unbe- 
liever, no Church privileges without personal holiness. 
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The phraseology is strictly conformable to Je-wish usages, 
and it is here employed in the lowest sense in which the 
word sanctify was used in their religious vocabulary.^ 
Yet so clearly defined, and so strongly marked are all 
the circumstances of the case, that of the real .meaning 
of the term, in the above passage, cited from the Acts, 
and in the place before us, there can be no doubt. It 
merely extended so far as to sanction the external inter- 
course of Christians with unbelievers. They might now 
dwell together in any of the natural or civil relations ; as 
parents and children, as husbands and wdves, as fellow- 
citizens, as neighbors, etc., without any detriment to 
Church relations on the part of the believer, so long as 
his spirit and deportment accorded with the Gospel, All 
the innocent relations of life, w’^hether social or commer- 
cial, might now be enjoyed between the Jew and the 
Gentile — the believer and the unbeliever.f And thus did 
Peter understand his vision ; for afterward, when he stood 
before Cornelius and his Gentile friends, he says, evidently 
by way of explanation, of so unusual an event, ^ Ye know 
how that it is unlawful for a man that is a Jew to keep 

The reader will here observe, that, in the last two full periods, our au- 
thor seems to insinuate the doctrine of entire as such, and, 

also, that the word has a highest sense, since he speaks of it as here used in 
its loioest senae.^^ Most respectfully, as to this, would we differ from Dr. 
Hibbard, and were it not for anticipating our argument, and assuming oar 
conclusion, we would say that the word has no higher no lower sensQ 
than simply the one which may be applied to every passage in the Bible, 
namely, to make ceremonially holy. 

f I hope the reader will form a just opinion of this subject. The distinc- 
tions of dean and unclean were at first pnrely artificial, and were established 
by the will of God, not in the nature of the things themselves. It is 
lain, therefore, that to sanctify these unclean things to the use of Chris- 
tians, no positive change was required in the things themselves, hut only 
that the arbitrary prohibiiion of the Lawgiver be taken off. This sancti- 
fication, then, was, after all, merely of a negative character. After the 
abrogation of the Levitical code, all things reverted back to their original 
character. It then could be said, ' Nothing is unclean of itself f ' All things 
are pnre,^ Levitically j ' Moery creature of God is good, and nothing to be re- 
jected.* ** [This marginal note of Dr. Hibbard is certainly clear and 
strong.] 



334 


REVIEW OE WESLEYAN PERFECTION. [Past II. 


company, or come unto one of another nation; hut God 
hath showed me that I should not call any man common^ 
or unclean,^ Peter considered that this sanctification of the 
Gentiles extended so far only as to make it lawful to 
have company and intercourse with them. This is ex- 
actly the sense of the word sanctify y in 1 Cor. vii, 14, 
^For the unbelieving husband is sanctified to the wife,’ 
etc. Two parties may lawfully live together in this rela- 
tion, though one be an unbeliever — the conjugal oneness 
is not now disturbed by the distinctions of cleaii and un- 
clearly as they were formerly applied. ^Hpdffracy hegiastaiy 
is a conjugated form of the verb dyid^coy TiagiazOy which 
means to separatCy consecrate j sanctify y make holy, etc. It 
answers, in the Old Testament, to the Hebrew 
hadashy which, in the Piel conjugation signifies to mahe 
hohjy to sanctifi/y to JialloiVy consecrate. Every person or 
thing among the Jews devoted to religious use was 
deemed sanctified. Thus their priests, their altars, their 
temples, persons, sacred utensils, etc., were sanctified. 
But does this sense of dytd^my liagiazOy apply to the pas- 
sage under consideration? Could it be said of the unbe- 
lieving husband, or wife, that he, or she, was in any sense 
devoted to religion? Was there any thing approaching 
the idea of religious consecration? . . . The exact 

point to which the apostle was arguing, is this; namely, 
Whether it is lawful, according to the distinctions of clean 
and unclean persons, established by the law of Moses, for 
a Christian and pagan to dwell together in marriage rela- 
tions ? The apostle decided that such a union was now 
lawful, in a ceremonial sense. 

To prove this position he needed only to show that 
Jewish distinctions touching the case were abolished; or, 
in other words, God had now sanctified the Gentile 
world — the unbeliever to the believer. Now, it is per- 
fectly plain that the sanctification here spoken of extends 
no further than to authorize the continuance of an ex- 
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ternal relation^ innocent in itself, between a believer and 
an unbeliever, Tbe case was this : A pagan husband be- 
comes converted to Christianity, while his wife remains 
an idolater. Judaizing teachers step in and say to him, 
‘ It is not lawful for you to live with her/ and they ap- 
peal to the law of Moses, where a Jew is forbidden to 
live in marriage relation with a Gentile. The apostle 
comes in and says, ‘If she be pleased to dwell with you, 
put her not away, for God hath abolished these Jewish 
distinctions, and has thereby sanctified the Gentile world, 
and in doing this, has sanctified your unbelieving wife to 
you/ Now, does not every one perceive that the nature 
and sum of this sanctification was no more, or less, or 
other, than a mere sanction of this external marriage 
relation ? a rendering it ceremonially lawful for them to 
live together, so that the Church privileges of the believ- 
ing partner should not thereby be impaired? And such 
is OFTEN the meaning of the word sanctify^ whether it is 
expressed by Tiagiazo^ or xaOdpi^w^ Tcatharizo^ or 

any word belonging to the same family. Thus: 1 Tim, 
iv, 5, ‘For it [the creature of God] [aytd^^Brat, Tiagiazetai^ 
is sanctified by the Word of God and prayer.’ Certain 
men had arisen in the Church, and commanded to abstain 
from certain meats, as being unclean. Verse 8. The 
apostle taught that God had made all things alike for man’s 
good, and no creature of his to be thus rejected, as pos- 
sessing any innate or natural pollution, hut all was to be 
received -with thanksgiving. If, therefore, we receive any 
of his creatures with thanksgiving and prayer, they were 
thereby sanctified to us; that is, it was made lawful for 
us to receive and use them. In 1 Cor. x, 23, where the 
apostle is speaking to the same point, instead of saying, 
‘All things are clean to me/ he says, ‘Ail things are 
exestin^'] lawful for me;’ that is, I have a Tight to 
eat of all meats. See verse 3, and chapter vi, 12. 
Those meats which were unlawful for a Jew to use 
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were called unclean^ the same idea being conveyed by 
both words. See also Titus i, 15; Rom. xiv, 14, 20. In 
Luke xi, 41, we are taught by a proper use of the crea- 
tures of God all things become pure to us; that is, law- 
ful for us to use. This, then, we consider to be the 
sense of the word sanctified^ in 1 Cor. vii, 14. The un- 
believing partner is made ceremonially lawfid to the be- 
lieving, so far as the conjugal relation extends.^’ (Bap- 
tism, pp. 125-130.) 

Reader, we have now given you our two standard com- 
mentators and Dr. Hibbard, our standard on Christian 
baptism, on the meaning of this passage. Not only do 
they agree, we may say in every point, but they make 
out clearly the very two particulars which vre are argu- 
ing ; namely, first, that the word is used here, and as they 
teach of its general use, as a Sehrew term ; second, that it 
is used in a ceremonial^ and not in a moral sense, as if to 
purify the soul from sin. Had Dr. Hibbard been em- 
ployed to write on this word as he has, and had he inten- 
tionally written for the purpose of helping us in this argu- 
ment, we are at a loss to see how he could have written 
more to our purpose, not only on this passage, but con- 
sidered upon the whole. Were w'e to give our translation 
and sense of the text, additional to those great men 
quoted, yet in sense agreeing with them, we would first 
offer two remarks. (1.) There is nothing in the marriage 
relation that could sanctify one party to the other in the 
least. Marriage has nothing to do with the act of sanc- 
tifying. We can not say, with any degree of accuracy at 
all, that one of the parties is sanctified BY the other ; for 
there was, one would think, no marriage relation between 
Cornelius and Peter, yet the former had been sanctified so 
that the latter held fellowship with him according to the 
Divine direction. And swine are just as much sanctified 
to Jews, who were in the Mosaic dispensation forbidden 
to eat them, as an unbeliever is sanctified respecting a 
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believer. (2.) The verb in our text, in both instances, is in 
the perfect tense, and conveys a twofold idea, (a) It 
means that the act on the part of God, whereby he sanc- 
tified the whole Gentile world — that is, made them 
monially holy — was perfected at some particular time 
previous to the apostle’s writing our text, and hence he 
put the word in the perfect tense, the same as we would 
in our language, to express a past and complete act. But 
Greek verbs are also used in this tense when the writer 
means to convey the idea that the effeoU or results of 
their actions are yet remaining at the time in which one 
writes. Now, this, as an act, merely, or as a deed of 
sanctifying, took place when God broke down the middle 
wall of partition between Jews and Gentiles, and so de- 
stroyed all national and ceremonial distinctions. 

As to the effects of the act, they remained till the time 
of the apostle’s writing, and are yet in effect. On this 
account, since an English verb will only express one of 
the peculiarities of a Greek one, in the perfect tense, un- 
less we add an idea, our translators rendered the verb in 
the present^ as being the nearer to the sense, and said “ is 
saneiifiei^^ We may, however, by supplying the points 
suggested, translate by the perfect^ and carry the present 
idea with us as to the results of the action, thus: ‘^For 
the unbelieving husband hegiastai^ has heeii 

made [ceremonially^ holy [when God broke down the 
middle wall of partition destroying distinctions] AS TO the 
wife, [and he is ceremonially holy yet^^ etc The gram- 
matical authority for this way of translating will be ex- 
plained in full in our concluding argument. That the Greek 
en^ means as to, in respect to, etc., either of which may 
be used in this place, see Dr. Robinson’s Greek-English 
Lexicon to the New Testament at 2, b, y. So, also, it is 
used in Eph. ii, 11 : rd iv irapxi, (ta ethne en sarhi,) the 
Gentiles as to Jlesh; in James iii, 2: EY h Xoym ob 
(ei tis en logo ou piaiei^ if any one as to word offered mi 
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Therefore, finally, on this text we find much to support 
our view as to the regularity of the word in the Sehrew 
use and ceremonial sense. 

20. Rev. xxii, 11 : “ He that is unjust, let him he unjust 
still; and he which is filthy, let him he filthy still; and he 
that is righteous, let him he righteous still; and he that is 
holy, let liim be holy still.” 

On this passage we observe, (1.) That the latter clause 
may he translated thus : 6 dcxaco^:, daaicodyjrw en xal 6 
dyiaGOTjTd) £zt — the JUST man, let him he made (or es- 
teemed) JUST still ; and the holt man let him he made 
(or esteemed) holy still. (2.) Any one can see from this 
passage that there is proof from Sci'ipture, as well as from 
grammar, for that which is argued in former arguments, 
namely, that the two Greek verbs, in the above quotation, 
signify to maize that which is pointed oxd hy their respective 
prmiiivesJ^ (3.) The word “ unjust,” in the first part of 
the text, seems to he employed, in its usual sense, to indi- 
cate the soul of a wicked and unregenerate man. The 
same word 'when repeated, where it says “unjust still,” 
seems to speak of the same soul when beyond the hope of 
mercy — ^perhaps after the general judgment. The word 
“ filthy,” used twice in the same manner, seems to refer to 
the same man, but is used to designate him as to his out- 
ward filth, the fruit of his unjust soul, ceremonially spoken 
of him, and opposed to “ holy ” in the latter part of the 
verse. The next half of the verse, where it speaks of the 
JUST man, refers to a justified soul. Where it speaks of a 
holy man, it seems to indicate the same man, only it de- 
scribes him from an outward stand-point. (4.) A careful 
examination of the text appears to show that St. John im- 
itated the Hebrew poets; for he uses what the Hebrew 
grammarian would call “Antithetic Parallelism.” Dr. 
ISTordheimer — Hebrew Grammar, § 1126 — gives an in- 
stance of this kind of poetry where he says, “We also 

* See Crosby's Greek Urammar, g 318, b. 
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find two verses in antithesis, in each of which the second 
clause is the consequence of the first, as in Isa. i, 19, 20.” 
Omitting the Hebrew words, he translates the passage 
thus: 

If ye consent and obey, 

The good things of the earth shall ye enjoy ; 

But if ye refuse and rebel. 

By the sword shall ye be consumed.” 


You will see that this is very much like the English ver- 
sion of our text, because in it the second clause,” all 
through, is a consequence of the first.” If St. John 
used the Hebrew style, which looks likely, it is probable 
that he used the word in the Heh'eiv sense. (5.) Mr. 
Wesley’s note on the text stands thus : “ Se that is right- 
eous — As if he had said, The final judgment is at hand; 
after which the condition of all mankind will admit of no 
change forever. Unrighteous — Unjustified, filthy — un- 
sanctified, unholy.” Mr. Benson follows Mr. Wesley in 
sense exactly, and on the phrase, He that is righteous,” 
he says, That lives and dies justified, or accounted right- 
eous : let hmi he^ he shall be, righteous still. Now, reader, 
observe, (a) Both these great and good men believe that 
this is a prophecy of what the Judge will say at the very 
time of the final judgment, (b) They believe that, after 
that, condition of all mankind will admit of no 

changer These are two points of theology that we think 
every orthodox man can readily believe, (e) But they 
also teach that the righteous — ^that is, the just^ the 
dikaios — ^remains the same thing; and, if so, he is not 
condemned, but eternally saved, as a just man. His 
condition . . . will admit of no change.” (d) But 

these good men believed in a greater work than the re- 
generation of the just, which they called “entire sancti- 
fication,” and now, from the judgment-seat of Christ, 
they are sending the JUST into eternity, to remain such 
STILL, “ to admit of NO change.” 
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Prom their own ground, therefore, we are authorized to 
conclude, (1.) That if entire sanctification, as they used 
the phrase, is at all conceivable, it must be either simul- 
taneous with justification, or that regeneration, which ac- 
companies the latter, is a sinless work, or the Judge would 
not say, “ Let him be just still,” either of which altern- 
atives will destroy the whole theory of entire sanctifica- 
tionists without remedy. I do hope the reader will prop- 
erly appreciate the doctrine of our text just under this 
idea; for if absolute purity op soul is not every-where 
in the Scriptures supposed, as the concomitant of the 
just man, and undeniably taught in this passage, Mr. 
Wesley and Mr. Benson themselves being judges, then 
there is no absolute purity for a soul, even when its des- 
tiny is fixed beyond the approval of the bar of God. 
(2.) This passage shows that the doctrine of a former 
argument is correct, wherein it is held that the new birth 
is sufficient for man’s eternal salvation. (3.) A subse- 
quent and greater work than regeneration, so conceived 
of, is entirely useless, since a man can be saved without it. 
(4.) The verb to make holy, found in this text, abso- 
lutely can not be taken in the sense of a moral, internal 
work of the soul on these characters, compatible with a 
blessing additional to regeneration ; for the doctrine is, in 
the words of Mr. Watson, that “sanctification in this 
world must be complete ; the whole nature must be sanc- 
tified, all sin must be utterly abolished, or the soul can 
NEVER be admitted into the glorious presence of God.”* 
But these go into heaven simply justified and possessed 
of that birth of the Spirit which always attends justifica- 
tigin ; therefore, granting to our dear brethren, who. con- 
ceive of this wmrd as an interned act of removing sin from 
the soul in “utterly abolishing” it, what will they do with 
its force and the necessity of complete sanctity when these 
persons pass from the “final judgment,” without ever 
* Theological Diotionary, Article Sakctification. 
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having received the action of this vrord on their souls at 
all, into the eternal heaven ? Is it not folly to define the 
T^ord in a moral sense, this twentieth time that we find it 
in the New Testament, when the nineteen times afford the 
one Sebrew ceremonial signification? Since this passage 
shows the final salvation of JUST men, it precisely agrees 
with Matt, xxv, 46 : These [the wicked] shall go away 
into everlasting punishment : but the [pixatot^ dikaioi\ JUST 
into life eternal.” The word in question, therefore, seems 
to have no other signification than its usual one, both 
Sebretv and ceremonial. 

21 and 22. Heb. ii, 11 : For both he that sanctifieth 
and they who are sanctified are all of one.” Able com- 
mentators we may depend on here and in other places of 
this Epistle to settle the meaning of our word. Here we 
find it occurring twice. Dr. Adam Clarke thus comments : 
“The word 6 dytaZm does not merely signify one who 
sanctifies or makes holy, but one who makes atonement 
or reconciliation to God, and answers to the Hebrew 
\caplier^ to expiate. See Ex. xxix, 33-36, He that 
sanctifies is He that makes atonement, and they w^ho are 
sanctified are they who receive that atonement, and, being 
reconciled unto God, become his children by adoption, 
through grace. In this sense our Lord uses the *word, 
John xvii, 19 : For their mhes I Banctify myself — bizzp 
abrmw eyw dyta^io kpaoTov — on their account I cousecrato 
myself to be a sacrifice. This is the sense in which 

THIS WORD IS USED GENERALLY, THROUGH THIS EpISTLE.” 

It is clear, then, that this author, an advocate of com- 
plete sanctity, does not here take our word in the sense 
to cleanse the soul morally. In fact, if any one should take 
such a view of it in this place, his doctrine would prove 
too much ; for the language of the sentence, as it stands, 
shows us that, as the word is used twice, it must mean 
the same thing each time, the same in the active that it 
does in the passive voice. This being so, since the con- 
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text shows that the apostle is magnifying J esus Christ as 
the Great Atoner, the Great High-Priest, who tasted 
death for every man,” and since this tasting of death for 
all is the same in sense as the expression “ he that sanc- 
tifieth,” such a view of the wmrd would not only be inex- 
plicable, as to the text, but it would show that He had 
“ wholly sanctified” every man.” Professor Moses Stu- 
art, a man of known learning and ability, translates our 
telct thus : “ Moreover, both he who maketh expiation, and 
they for w^hom expiation is made, are one.” He then 
comments on this passage thus : “ The word ayta^a> seems 
not to have been well understood here by most comment- 
ators, and a particular investigation is required in order 
to explain the sense in which it is used IN ouR Epistle. 
^Ayid^iu corresponds to the Hebrew which 

often means to consecrate to Grod as an offering; e. g., 
Lev. xxii, 2: 'h Septuagint: ^AycaZooct et 

alibi. The verb 2 /ip also means, by a natural association 
of ideas, to expiate, to make atonement for ; e. g.. Job i, 5 : 
DFnp:, he made atonement for them, where, however, the 
Septuagint has IxaMpt^sv auroix;; so Ex. xix, 10, 14, and 
Josh, vii, 13, according to Gesenius, where the Septuagint 
has dyui^ovy rjiaee and dytatrov. Compare also Ezek. xliv, 
19. The verb dyid^w also corresponds in the Septuagint 
to the Hebrew ‘^33, which is the appropriate word to des- 
ignate the making of an atonement, to expiate; e. g., Ex. 
xxix, 33 : They shall eat those things 03 with which 

expiation was made. Septuagint: ''Ev oU Tjytdffdrjffav h ab- 
rot:;; Ex. xxix, 36: And thou shalt purify the altar, ^*^31 
when thou maJcest an expiatory sacrifice upon it. 
Septuagint : tB dytd^stv trs kTt avrtp. Erom the usus 

loquendi of the Hebrew, and the Septuagint, then, it is 
plain that dytdKoi may mean to make expiation, to atone. 
Our Epistle presents some plain instances of the use of 
dyta^tD in this sense; e. g., x, 10, according to which will 
\fiyidap.^voi kafiivj we are atoned for; that is, expiation is 
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made for as. How? The writer immediately subjoins, 
Jid TYji; Tzpocdopdq rod GQiparo^ Xpiarou itpdizaq^ which 

necessarily refers, rjy'cdcr/ievocy to the 'propitiatory offering 
of Christ; and, consequently, it has the sense which I 
have given to it. Compare, also, x, 14, 29 ; so xiii, 11, 12. 
For the bodies of those animals, whose blood was carried 
into the sanctuary by the high-priest, as a sin-offering, 
were burned without the camp ; wherefore Jesus, haayidffT^ 
the people with his own blood, suffered without the gate ; 
where dyida-Q plainly means to make expiation for^ to atone 
for. Both of these passages compare well with that 
under consideration, and all these predicate dytatriio^ of 
the sufferings and death of Christ ; for in our text, in the 
very next preceding clause, the writer has spoken of 
Christ as TsreXecwjiiuoif dcd TzaO-qiidrujy ; and he had just de- 
clared that ^ Jesus, by the grace of God, had tasted death 
for alV Compare, also, v, 17. We may, then, render 
6 rs dytd^wy xat ol dyiaZopevoi^ hath he who makes expiation 
for sin^ and they for whom expiation is made. *^33 7.^^ 
on*?. The usus loquendi of the Epistle seems not merely 
to justify, but to demand, this interpretation. So also 
Ernesti, Kuinoel, Bloomfield, and others/’ 

These words of as learned a man as Professor Stuart, 
agreeing in sense with those other learned writers, whose 
names he gives, and exactly with the words of Dr. Adam 
Clarke, ought to carry great weight in this argument. Dr* 
Thomas Coke, of Oxford University, says: Jesus, the 
great Sanctifier^ who engages and consecrates men to the 
service of God, and they who are sanctified — ^that is, con- 
secrated and introduced to God with such acceptance — 
are all of one family; all, in a sense, the seed of Abra- 
ham, by faith.”* 

On our text we notice, (1.) As to the sense^ we just 
agree with the authors quoted, who hold that the word 
means, to make an atonement. (2.) We still hold that, 

* Comment in low. 
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prinfiavily ^ our word means to make holy, as used in this 
text. This will appear on a moment’s reflection. The 
high-priest, under the Levitical priesthood, ‘‘took the 
blood of calves and of goats with water, and scarlet wool, 
and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book and all the 
PEOPLE.” Comj>are Heb. ix, 19, with Lev. xvi, 15, 16, 
by which ceremony, as the high-priest of the people, he 
MADE them HOLY, that is, cerernionially so, so that through 
him and the atonement which he thus made, they could 
approach Grod, and thus receive the benefits of that expia- 
tion, and know that they were the people of God, by his 
divine manifestations, from time to time j their sacrifices 
being thns “acceptable” to God, and themselves permit- 
ted to draw nigh unto him. Now, the author of the book 
of Hebrews lays hold on this idea, and shows us that 
Christ died “ for every man,” and thus became the world’s 
high-priest, having entered the heaven of heavens through 
the vail of his own body, taking the merits of his own 
blood, corresponding to the blood of beasts, under the 
Mosaic dispensation, with which sanctification was then 
made. In this way he made the whole human family 
ceremonially holy, by simply procuring for them — ^we 
mean in the sense of this word — access to God, or the 
privilege of approach to Him, abolishing distinctions be- 
tween Jews and Gentiles, breaking down the middle wall 
of partition, etc. Hence, we see that the word primarily^ 
as used throughout the Hebrew, means, TO make holy. 
How ? By means of the sacrificial offering of the Man of 
Calvary for sin, Whence arises the secondary meaning, 
to make an atonement^ as given by Dr. Clarke and Pro- 
fessor Stuart, so that their phrase, to make an atonement^ 
or, to expiate^ and our phrase from the primary sense, to 
MAKE HOLY, Ceremonially^ by means ok a sacbieicial 
OFEEBINH, and so to atone^ are the same exactly. 

We conclude, then, (1.) That our word still holds its 
Hebrew use precisely; since ^d) it agrees with the sense 
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of our text. (5) It would be absurd to depart from the 
Hebrew sense in an epistle, like that to the Hebrew's, 
where almost every idea is compared with some corre- 
sponding Hebrew idea of the old dispensation, perhaps, as 
much so, as if we should say that the word high-priest/' 
as found in the New Testament, means entirely another 
class of men, or something diJfferent from what it meant 
in the Mosaic period. The apostle w^as writing to con- 
verted Jews, Hebrew people, and he used Jewish terms, 
customs, rites, ordinances, and ideas, in order to make the 
Gospel of Christ plain. (2.) We have failed once more to 
find the word used in the sense of a moral purifying from 
sin, as to the soul. 

23. Heb. ix, 13: ‘^Por if the blood of bulls and of 
goats, and the ashes of an heifer sprinkling the unclean, 
cleanseth as to the purification of the flesh, how much 
more shall the blood of Christ, who by an eternal Spirit 
offered himself without spot to God, purify our conscience, 
from works which cause death, so that we may serve the 
living God!” (Professor Stuart’s translation.) We use 
this translation to save space. The same author thus 
comments : used in respect to external rites, de- 

noted that the person rendered dyiaZofxsvo^ was clean or 
purified from aU ritual uncleanness; that is, had per- 
formed all the necessary rites of external purification, so 
that he could draw near to God as a worshiper, in a 
regular manner. Thus much, our author avers, was ac- 
complished by the ceremonial rites of the law.” Dr. 
Adam Clarke on the phrase, Sanciijkth to the purifying 
of the fleshy says, Answers the end proposed by the 
law, namely, to remove legal disabilities and punishments ; 
having the lody and its interests particularly in view, 
though adumbrating or typifying the soul and its con- 
cerns.” Dr. Coke on our text says, The legal impuri- 
ties debarred the Jews from an attendance upon the 
public service, but they were freed from these by the 
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sacrifices, wasliings, and sprinklings appointed by the 
Mosaic law, which are called carnal ordinances^ verse 10, 
and so became qualified again for the public worship ; and 
of this the apostle speaks under the notion of sanctifica- 
tion, as typical of that internal sanctification which he 
speaks of in verse 14.” Observe, however, that the Doc- 
tor’s internal sanctijlcaiion^^ “in verse 14,” is not ex- 
pressed by hagiazo^ but by xaOapisi, Qcathariei^ 

shall purify ! We would translate our text dyidZ^t Tzpd^: rijv 
eapxi^q xaOapuzr^ra, MAEETH HOLY a$ to the purification of 
the flesh. This text still adds strength to our argument ; 
for, (1.) Learned men are in our favor as to the two points 
in question, namely, that the TYord is used as Hebrew, and 
in the ceremonial sense. (2.) All this is evident from the 
text itself, and without any man’s comment. (3.) The 
blood of bulls and of goats can not “wholly sanctify” or 
remove inward and actual sin. (4.) "WTien the apostle 
made this strong contrast between the benefit of the blood 
of beasts and that of the blood of Christ, why did he not 
say, “How much more shall the blood of Christ . 
sanctify your conscience ?” Why did he not use dycdtrec, 
Qiagiasei,) shall sanctify^ instead of xadaptsT^ (Jcathariei,) 
shall cleanse? Was it not because he, being both a Jew 
and a Christian as to knowledge, knew that hagiazo did 
not mean to purify morally? Had it possessed such a 
signification, the very nature of the contrast would have 
induced him to employ it. It was not left out for the sake 
of euphony, as we have every reason to judge, for he was 
in the habit of repeating this very word when he was rea- 
soning on such topics as allowed him to mention it, as in 
Heb. ii, 11, and 1 Cor. vii, 14; but now in a contrast 
where he could hardly help but use it, he singularly omits 
it and takes another word, as we are led to believe, because 
the latter means to cleanse morally, but it did not, and, 
therefore, would not have conveyed the very idea 'which he 
designed to express. Add to this that the Hew Testament 
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gives instances of the adjective xaOapot;^ (katJiai^oSj) pure — 
which is the root of xaOapH^cuj Qcatharizo^ to make pure, the 
same as ayto^, (Jiagios^ holy, is the root of {hagiazo,) 

to make holy — as applied to the heart and co7iseienc£ of 
man; but perhaps never is &ytug, (hagios^ holy, so used, 
and even if it was, it might only mean that the heart was 
set apart to God, irrespective, essentially, of the idea of 
purity implied in it. Thus, Matt, v, 8, Blessed are ul xaO- 
dpoi Tfj xapdca, Qioi katliaroi te karclia^ the pure as to the 
heart So 1 Tim. i, 5, and iii, 9. We think, therefore, 
that the use of the one so often to express an internal 
purity, either by itself or its root, and the other not so 
used in any passage, nor its root,^ to indicate an internal 
work, so far as we know, is corroborated by the manner 
of the apostle’s phraseology in this text. This borders 
closely on a demonstration of our view of the word upon 
the whole. 

24. Heb. X, 10: “By the which will we are sanctified 
through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for 
all.” Professor Stuart translates, “ By this will expiation 
is made for us.” In his comment on chap, ii, 11, he thus 
speaks on this text, ^^Aeeoriing to which, yjyiafftxivoi i(T/xh, 
we are af07ied for; that is, expiation is made for us. 
How? The writer immediately subjoins, dcd :zpo(T<popd^ 
TOO ffc^p.azo'^ Vrjffod XpwToo which necessarily refers 

ijyia(T[xivoL to the propitiatory offering of Christ ; and con- 
sequently it has the sense which I have given to it.” Dr, 
Winer makes the very same reference that Professor 
Stuart does. He says, “ In Heb. x, 10, it was not neces- 
sary to write did t 9^^ Tzpoe^epd^ too iTcbparof; . . . rrjt; 

The last word relates just as well to ijyiafffxi’ 
Dr. Adam Clarke, to the same effect, says, “We 
believe in Him, find redemption in His blood, and are 

* In 1 Cor. vii, 34, Siyioq is so used that its force is applied to the mind, 
but not so as to affect our argument. 

f Idioms of the New Testament, § 19, 2, b. 
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sanctified unto God, throngli tlie sacrificial offering of his 
hody^^ 

The apostle is still speaiing of the Jewish mode of 
making an atonement, showing that that mode is abol- 
ished, and that it is now the will of God that there should 
be another mode, not by sacrifices, but by the offering of 
the body of Christ once, by which will we have heen made 
HOLY, as already explained, equivalent in sense to have 
been expiated^ or have heen atoned for. By the offering 
of his body once for all, he became the procuring cause 
of our regeneration^ and of our external holiness, as to the 
keeping of the moral law, as the fruit of the new birth. 
But the verb in our text, as indicating an act in itself, 
conveys no such idea as that of purifying the heart mor- 
ally. Dr. Clarke is surely correct when he says, on 
chap, ii, 11, that expiate “is the sense in which this word 
is used generally through this Epistle.” We, therefore, 
conclude that it retains its Hebrew use exactly. 

25. Heb. X, 14: “Eor by one offering he hath per- 
fected forever them that are sanctified.” On the phrase, 
for hy one offering. Dr. Clarke says, “ His death upon the 
cross. Se hath perfected forever — He has procured remis- 
sion of sins and holiness ; for it is well observed here, 
and in several parts of this Epistle, that reXscowy to make 
perfect, is the same as acpiaiv diidpraov ttocs^ to procure re- 
mission of sins. Them that are sanctified — Touc dyta^ofie- 
them that have received the sprinkling of the blood 
of this offering. These, therefore, receiving redemption 
through that blood, have no need of any other offering, 
as this is a complete atonement, purification, and title to 
eternal glory,” Professor Stuart . translates, “ He has 
forever perfected those for whom expiation is made.” 
He further says, “The meaning is, he has forever re- 
moved the penalty due to sin, and procured for those who 
were exposed to it that peace of conscience which the 
law could never give.” The word may he translated here, 
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Them that are mabe holt. The drift of the apostle’s 
discourscj beginning at the first of the chapter and read- 
ing as far as our text, 'will suffice to convince any reason- 
able person, without note or comment, that the apostle is 
speaking constantly of the reality of atonement in the 
blood of Christ compared 'with that of the beasts slain in 
sacrifice, which was only typical. This is still the sec- 
ondary sense of the word, as in the former passages of 
this Epistle. We still find it uniform; Hebrew in idea 
and use, and in the most express manner referring to 
Hebrew rites and customs. 

26. Heb. X, 29: ^^Who hath trodden under foot the 
Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, 
’^’■herewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing.” The 
apostle uses the word “sanctified,” in this text, in the 
same sense as he did in those already considered in this 
Epistle. Dr. Adam Clarke may again help us to fix the 
meaning of our word, to whom there can be no objection, 
he being an advocate of entire sanctification, as such. 
He says, “The blood of the covenant means here the 
sacrificial death of Christ, by which the new covenant 
bet'ween God and man was ratified, sealed, and confirmed. 
And counting this unholy, or common, xotvov^ intimates 
that they expected nothing from it in a sacrificial or 
atoning 'way. How near to those persons, and how near 
to their destruction, do those come in the present day, who 
reject .the atoning bloob, and say ‘ that they expect no 
more benefit from the blood of Christ than they do from 
that of a cow or a sheep?’ Is not this precisely the 
CRIME OF WHICH THE APOSTLE SPEAKS HERE, and to which 
he tells us God would show no mercy?” Observe the 
words of the Doctor which we have put in capital let- 
ters. Do they not show that he understood the apostle 
to be still in the same argument, and connected with 
the same context, to be speaking of making an atone- 
ment, an expiation, when he uses the word “sanctified” 
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here, and not that he used it in the sense of a purified 
soul, or to indicate the completed act of taking away sin 
from the heart? 

Observe further, the quotation the Doctor makes, no 
doubt, from some Sociman author, who hold, as a part of 
their creed, that Jesus Christ was mere man,’^ and 
hence, as he quotes, they expect no more benefit from 
his blood than from the blood of a beast. This shows, 
at once, that Dr. Clarke is still treating the word in the 
sense of to expiate^ to atone^ as he says, in his note on chap- 
ter ii, 11, that such is the sense in which this word is 
used generally through this Epistle^ It may be further 
argued, that if the word sanctified^ as here used, means 
a perfect state of purity in the human soul, then there is 
no context^ no scop^e^ to support such an opinion, nor can 
any theologian fairly and exegetically account for the 
26th verse, “If we sin willfully after we have received 
the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sac- 
rifice for sins."^ Now, if this knowledge of the truth con- 
sists in the forgiveness of sin, as a complete work of grace 
in the heart, the same as is understood by “ entire sanctifi- 
cation, then, to “ sin willfully,” after such a blessing, on 
this hypothesis, w^e would be undone forever, according to 
this text, there w^ould then be no other hope or chance, “ no 
more sacrifice for sins which would be contrary to facts 
both of every-day occurrence, if the experience of some on 
entire sanctification be taken, and contrary to Scripture; 
for David prayed for restoration to the Divine favor, after 
committing adultery. See Psa. li. But if w^e regard this 
willful, sin in the sense of the denial of the atonement, 
and the counting the blood of the covenant wherewith 
he was sanctified an unholy thing,” in the sense of being 
the blood w’herewith he w'as made holy, that is, expiated^ 
a Jcoinon, common thing — mere human blood, then it 
is easy to see how there can be no more sacrifice for sins. 

On this 26th verse Dr. Clarke says it means, “ one who 
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has utterly rejected Jesus Christ and his atoning Hood ; and 
renounced the whole Gospel system. It has nothing to do 
with backsliding in the common use of the term, A man 
may be overtaken in a fault, or he may deliberately go 
into sin ; and yet neither renounce the Gospel, nor deny 
the Lord that bought him. His case is dreary and dan- 
gerous, but it is not hopeless; no case is hopeless but that 
of the deliberate apostate^ who rejects the whole Gospel 
system, after having been saved by grace, or convinced 
of the truth of the Gospel. To him there remaineth no 
more sacrifice for sin ; for there was but OXE J ESIJS ; and 
this he has utterly rejected.” The passage can have no 
other meaning than this. And the blood with which he 
was sanctified^ means the blood with which he was made 
HOLY, with which an atonement was made for him, Mr. 
Wesley, on the expression, by which he hath been sane- 
tifiedj says, “ Therefore Christ died for him also, and he 
was, at least, justified once.” Remember that the apos- 
tle writes this Epistle to converted Hebrews, and he 
must convey to them the sense of the Christian relig- 
ion by using Hebrew terms. Hence, he employs the 
words priest,^ altar ^ sacrifice^ bloody bulky goats, heifer, asses, 
hyssop, sprinkle, unclean, holy, covenant, sanctuary, holy 
of holies, vail, atonement, sanctify, and many others, in 
their rigid Hebrew sense. Professor Stuart, with his 
usual accuracy, translates our text, “And regard the 
blood of the covenant by which expiation has been made, 
as unclean.” His comment is accordingly. Our word, 
then, we find still regular — strictly Hebrew, and used like 
the Hebrew, to indicate a ceremonial act. 

27. Heb. xiii, 12 : “ Wherefore Jesus also, that he might 
sanctify the people, suffered without the gate.” 

So far as it respects the sense of our word in this text 
itself, it is not much worth while to waste ink in trying 
to make it plainer than the text itself and its connection 
do; for the sake of its general bearing on the subject, 
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however, we will indulge a few words. The contrast in 
the preceding verse shows that the apostle still presents 
the points of analogy between the Levitical atonement 
and the one made by Christ. He says, ^^For the bodies 
of those beasts, whose blood is brought into the sanctuary 
by the high-priest, for sin, are burned without the camp.'’ 
Even so Jesus, our High-Priest, enters the upper sanctu- 
ary, the antitype of the earthly, with the merits of his 
own blood, there to appear in the presence of God for us. 
Before this his body, like as the bodies of beasts were 
burned without the camp, suffered without the gate,” that 
he might (hagiasey) make holy, in the primary sense 

before shown, that is, in the secondary sense, expiaie, 
atone foVy or make an atonement for “ the people with his 
OWN blood,” in contradiction to the typical, which was 
done with the blood of beasts. On the word sanctifyy Mr. 
Benson says, “Might make an atonement for and conse- 
crate to God.” Dr. Adam Clarke is. so rich on this text, 
that we have a suflScient apology for again quoting him. 
Hear him : “ That he might consecrate them to God, and 
make an atonement for their sins, he suffered without the 
gatoy at Jerusalem; as the sin-offering was consumed 
without the camp, when the Tabernacle abode in the wil- 
derness. Perhaps all this was typical of the Jewish sac- 
rifices, and the termination of the whole Levitical system 
of worship. He left the city, denounced its final destruc- 
tion, and abandoned it to its fate; and suffered without 
the gate to bring the Gentiles to God.” 

On the word sanctifyy Mr. Wesley says, “Eeconcile 
and consecrate to God.” Professor Stuart translates our 
text, “In order that he might make expiation for the 
people.” He comments accordingly. This is the seventh 
time that we have found dytdZmy hagiazoy in the book of 
Hebrews. We believe in every instance we have quoted 
Dr. Clarke and Professor Stuart who agree, the former, 
at least, an entire sanctificationist. Besides, sometimes 
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Mr. Wesley, Mr. Benson, and Dr. Thomas Coke, who 
seem also to agree that the word is equal to our uniform 
meaning — to make holt, they generally giving it io expi- 
ate, while we all mean the same. 

Furthermore, in laying aside the Epistle to the He- 
brews, as to the word dytdZm, hagiazo, we invite the atten- 
tion of inward sanctificationists to an important fact, which 
they would do well to account for ; namely, the frequent use 
of dyta^o), Jiagiazo, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, compared 
-with any other book of the New Testament. How shall 
we account for this? There are thirteen books of the New 
Testament, in which the word is not found at all. There 
are two things involved in the impending question, w'hich 
will actually demonstrate the ground that we have taken, 
wherein we regard this as a Hebrew term in every respect. 
1. The Epistle to the. Hebrews was written to Hebrew peo- 
ple, who had embraced the Christian religion, and hence 
the word occurs more frequently, by far, than in those 
Epistles written to Churches made up of Gentile con- 
verts ; as for example, the Epistle to the Ephesians. For 
writing to a people understanding the term, he used it as 
one familiar to their vocabulary, as persons speaking the 
ecclesiastical dialect ; whereas to heathens unacquainted 
with the Hebrew force of the 'word he scarcely used it, it 
most likely not being adapted to his purpose, on account 
of their ignorance of it. 2. The Epistle to the Hebrews 
is acknowledged to be the ablest exposition of the Levit- 
ical code that we have. It is, in fact, regarded by the 
most learned as the key which unlocks the difficulties of 
the ceremonial worship of 'the Hebrew people. Their 
religion, for the most part, consisted in types and shad- 
ows, which are fully explained in this Epistle. But the 
very nature of the apostle’s subject in hand, as well as 
the people to whom he wrote, being Hebrews, led him to 
use the word sanctify as often as he did. His theme is 

to exalt the Lord Jesus Christ as the world’s Great High- 

30 
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Priest who made aa atonement for them, who made them 
holy by the offering up of himself once for all. Typical 
atonements being common with the Jews, the apostle was 
just at home in using the word as we have found it in 
this Epistle. These two things, then, namely, that he 
wrote to Seh'cws^ and the subject that he treated of^ de- 
manded the frequent use of the term. They show that 
it is essentially Hebrew, and, if so, we must take it in 
the sense of that language, which will not support those 
who hold to entire sanctity, so held, either according to 
Gesenius’s Lexicon, or any clear proof-passage of Scrip- 
ture. Observe, reader, that entire sanctification, so called, 
was never preached to the Hebrews by the use of this 
word. It occurs seven times in the Epistle, and is not 
designed to express such an act. Entire sanctificationists 
themselves have explained it away ! 

28. Rom. XV, 16: ^^That I should be the minister of 
Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, ministeidng the Gospel 
of God, that the offering up of the Gentiles might be 
acceptable, being sanctified by the Holy Ghost.*^ This 
text, as an honest WTiter, we are compelled to say, is now 
before us for an exposition, with the authority of great 
and learned men against us, as we understand them. 
Were it not that they were mortal, we should be con- 
sumed. We will most respectfully give them a hearing, 
and then bring them to the test of criticism. In this, 
dear reader, your most sanguine prejudices are not at all 
solicited, so as to render us hors de combat^ but being as 
solemnly obligated to bring forth out of the divine treas- 
ure things new and old as they, we w’ould touch the 
mainspring of your tenderest sympathies, that you may, 
at least, hear us of your clemency a little. Please follow 
us into the areyia of argument, as an impartial spectator, 
and hear both sides of the question. 

Dr. Robinson, supposed to be our best of Greek-English 
lexicographers of the New Testament, quotes, translates, 
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and paraphrases the lYord in onr text thus : r^yca<Tjiivy^ h 
w^sbjjLan dyto}^ being purified by the Holy Spirit, that is, by 
the sanctifying influences of the Holy Spirit on the hearts 
of the Gentiles, 1 Cor. vi, 11 ; Eph. v, 26 ; 1 Thess, v, 
23; 1 Tim. iv, 5; Heb- ii, 11 ; x, 10, 14, 29 ; xiii, 12; 
Eev. xxii, 11.^^ Here this learned man defines the word 
to signify the act of the Holy Spirit upon the hearts of the 
Gentiles, and in proof he gives ten instances of the use 
of the term where we have already considered it, most of 
which our ablest commentators, who, themselves, adhere 
to what is called entire sanctification, have clearly defined 
to mean an act of expiation done for the Gentiles, and 
not in them, thousands of years before the most of them 
should have been born. And others of .these passages 
they have interpreted in some ceremonial way, so as en- 
tirely to preclude the idea advanced by our learned lexi- 
cographer. Whoever, therefore, adopts Dr. Eobinson, as 
liis guide, on this passage, should be consistent with him- 
self, and adopt him, also, on the whole of the seven pas- 
sages in the Epistle to. the Hebrews, where both Dr. Adam 
Clarke and Professor Stuart interpret the word in the 
sense of to maJce expiation foe the Gentiles, instead of to 
perform a wox'k of purifying on their “hearts.^’ This 
he should do, because Dr. Eobinson has given all these 
passages as proof of his declaration, equally with our 
text, as proof. The Doctor’s statement, then, proves too 
much, and he who receives him on our text must not 
only receive him on the other texts, but he also stands 
opposed to Dr. Clarke, Professor Stuart, Mr. Benson, Mr. 
Wesley, and Dr. Thomas Coke, on, perhaps, the majority 
of them. This perfectly invalidates the authority of this 
lexicographer, against us, on the word in this place ; for 
our text he quotes, as the first proof of his definitions, 
where he says that it means, Tropically, in a moral 
sense, to purify^ to sanctify then he adds, after it, the 
other ten passages given, to be taken, of course, in the 
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same sense, wMch signification, we think, sound criticism 
will not give to one of them, Now, if entire sanctifica- 
tionists themselves have defined the word entirely differ- 
ent from him, in so many places, we think they will not 
object to us taking their example. Our better judgment, 
therefore, teaches us that we can not, at all, depend on 
him for accuracy as to the true meaning of the verb in 
our text. Having fairly presented him, we deem it law- 
ful to lay him aside, and seek the proper sense of the 
term from some other source. Dr. Adam Clarke explains 
our text thus : 

^^Ministei'ing the Gospel of Qod^ hpoopyodvray acting as 
a priest. Here is a plain allusion, says Dr. Whitby, to 
the Jewish sacrifices offered by the priest, and sanctified^ 
or made acceptable by the libamen offered with them. 
For, he compares himself, in preaching the Gospel, to the 
performing his sacred functions^ preparing his sacrifice to 
be offered. The Gentiles converted by him, and dedicated 
to the service of God, are his sacrifices and oblation. The 
Eoly Spirit is the libamen poured upon this sacrifice, by 
which it is sanctified, and rendered acceptable to God. 
The words of Isaiah Ixvi, 20, And they shall bring all 
your brethren for an offerino unto the Lord, out of all 
NATIONS, might have suggested the above idea to the mind 
of the apostle,” 

Mr. Benson, wx may say, is to the same effect. What 
these eminent commentators say on our text, is now be- 
fore the reader, who may put his own construction upon 
them : permit us to say, that we understand them plainly 
to teach certain points which we may exhibit in our exe- 
gesis of this passage. We prefer to give our own trans- 
lation of the original, since we think it affords some light, 
and to work accordingly. Etg rd elvat ps XuTspyhv ’ 
XpiGou rd ed'jrj [spoupyoouza rd suayy^Xcov too Ssouy yivryrat 
Ttpoctpopa tBv IdvSiV ^U7:p6aBBXTo^^ r^yiatspivri h Tlveoparc ayi<p. 

That I should be a minister of Jesus Christ unto the Gen- 
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tiles^ acting as a priest as to the Gospel of God, that the 
Gentiles as an offering may hecome acceptable, having been 
PRONOUNCED HOLY — that is, having been regarded as cere- 
monially clean — by the Soly Spirit 

We will here offer a few words to justify, in part, this 
translation. (1.) It is according to the usus loquejidi of 
the verb dycaZo), hagiazo. It compares exactly with Lev. 
xxi, 8: nin: ’JN, I (am) Jehovah, the One pro- 

nouncing- you HOLY. So Lev. xx, 8, et alibi. Here 
the word is in the Pi’ hel species, and is analogous to our 
text in Romans, in two respects : (a) In the signification 
of the word ; it means, as viewed from the Hebrew, “ to 
hold sacred, to regard and treat as holy — ’’that is, ceremo- 
nially clean — and ‘^to pronounce holy,^’ or, ceremonially 
clean- The meaning is, that the people — the Jewish na- 
tion — w’ere held, regarded, treated, and pronounced as 
nationally clean, and fit to be the distinct people of God, 
as opposed to such as were heathens, regarded as unclean, 
and debarred from the Church rites and privileges of his 
people. (J) The other respect wherein a resemblance is 
found is, that the Hebrew word in this place expresses a 
menial and direct act of God upon the Jews, whom he 
then held as fit to be his people, the same as he now 
holds, in his mind, the Gentiles, as having equal rights, 
ceremonial distinctions having been abolished. (2.) "^HTcpoff- 
^opd (the offering) and rmv lOvwv (the Gentiles) we put in 
apposition. Hr. Winer says, “ Sometimes the word, which 
expresses the apposition, is not added to its noun in the 
same case, but in the genitive : e. g., 2 Oor. v, 5 ; rdv ap^ 
rou 7zvsbp.aT€<;, the spirit as a pledge^^^ So, Rom. 
iv, 11, (n)TX£ioy Ua^s rcspiropL^t;, he received the sign of circum- 
cision, that is, which consisted in the circumcision. Acts 
iv, 22, rb (^Tfiieiov rdvro rfj^ Idffswq, this miracle of the heal-- 
ing, that is, consisting in the healing. Many examples 
could be given. So is the same common to the Hehrew. 

* Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, § 4S, 2. 
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^^ISTot unfrequently tlie genitive relation supplies the place 
of apposition, as jluvim HupTiratisJ^'^^ That is, 

ihe river of Euphrates^ for the river Euphrates. So in 
Latin, urbs HorncB^ the city of Rome^ where they mean 
the city Rome, We say, ^^the city of BostonJ^ In all 
these examples, common to languages in general, that 
which is signified by the first noun mentioned, consists in 
the second. So in our text, the offering consists in the 
Gentiles themselves. Hence, Dr. Clarke properly says, 
“The Gentiles . . . are his (St. Paul’s) sacrifices 

and oblation.” (3.) Our verb rjrcac/j.i>y]j hegiasmene, being 
in the perfect tense, passive voice, we translate accord- 
ingly, having been pronounced holy. Now, the views 
given by commentators, as 'we understand them, and also 
by our lexicographer quoted, seem to indicate two objec- 
tionable ideas in particular, (d) That what is expressed 
by the impending word, was an action on the hearts of 
the Gentiles, thereby making them internddy and morady 
pure. (5) That, as to time, this was done, as a prepara- 
tion of the Gentiles, as a saci'ifice, to render them accept- 
able to God, before the apostle offers them in his priestly 
office as he represents himself. These two views, in com- 
mon, seem to be attended by the several following and 
apparently-fatal objections : 

(1.) The word hagiazo^ does not, as yet found, 

signify to cleanse morally^ that is, to remove sm from the 
sold. It just means to make holy^ ceremonially, which 
sense is then to be modified and explained so as to show 
what the meaning in the secondary sense is; so that it 
may thus be found sometimes to mean a ceremonial 
cleansing or purifying and sometimes to expiate or atone. 
In the corresponding Hebrew, the word (hadhash^ 
to sanctify, is found, we believe, a little more than one 
hundred times, and in the New Testament it is found, in 
texts already mentioned, tw’enty-seven times. The Hebrew, 

^ RoJiger’s Gesenius^s Heb. Grammar, § 114, 3. 
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as defined by Gesenius, on a fair examination, does not 
sanction the meaning of the word so as to accommodate 
the views of our commentators. Nor do the passages in 
the Hebrew Bible where it occurs, when considered in 
the light of their own contexts. Neither do the twenty- 
seven passages already examined in the Greek Testament. 
We have, by the use of the Hebrew-English Lexicon, vir- 
tually discussed the word — say in round numbers — one 
hundred and thirty times already, and have only this and 
one place more to consider it. Logically speaking, there- 
fore, when thrown into the “ calculation of chances,” is 
not the likelihood of its signification, to cleanse morally^ 
very uncertain? Says Mr. Hedge, ‘‘If sixty crowms be 
promised a person on condition of his throwing a partic- 
ular face on a die, his expectation before trial is worth 
ten crowns, since he has one chance in six, or one-sixth 
of a certainty of gaining the whole sum,”* Therefore, 
from a parity of reasoning, granting the accuracy of our 
former investigations, our authors may be said to stand 
about one chance in one hundred and thirty of being cor- 
rect, or one one-hundred-and-thirtieth of a certainty of 
accuracy. Now, if any man is remarkably anxious for 
the doctrine he espouses, if he wish to found it on one 
chance in one hundred and thirty, ive, of course, have no 
objection to his piety, and would rather commend him for 
his zeal than for his knowledge and judgment. 

(2.) Our context is very unfavorable to the opinion held 
by those already quoted. The apostle, immediately pre- 
ceding our text, is speaking of the mercy of God in call- 
ing the Gentiles, He is not speaking of any inivard work 
of grace at all. Observe, (a) We are now over in the 
fifteenth chapter of the Epistle. In the former chapters 
the apostle argued and defended the doctiine of justifica- 
tion by faith and the inward and direct witness of the 
Holy Spirit, as none but an inspired workman could. 

* Logie, Article 134. 
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(6) After a long and able discussion concerning national 
electioUj illustrating his argument by the case of Pharaoh, 
etc., he begins to speak of the calling of the Gentiles. 
As preliminary to this, he gives special advice to the 
Gentile Christian converts in the Church at Rome. He 
begins our chapter in an address to them, calling them 
the strong’’ in contradistinction to the converted Jews, 
who were in a degree whimsical in respect to their relig- 
ious opinions, saying, ^^We, then, that are strong ought 
to bear tbe infirmities of the weak,” that we should do so 
because Christ did the same. He then speaks of Christ 
bearing our reproaches,” then of the things written of 
old for the comfort” of us Gentiles. He makes men- 
tion of Jesus Cb'ist as a “minister of the circumcision” 
for the sake of the truth of God, who through him had 
made promises to the Gentiles : “ To confirm the promises 
made unto the fathers “That the Gentiles should glorify 
God for his mercy,” in calling them to be partakers in 
praising him, which praise was due unto him for redeem- 
ing them, as he says — verse 8 — for bearing their “re- 
proaches.” Now he quotes four passages from the Old 
Testament — verses 9-12 — to prove that God had promised 
to CALL the Gentiles. This was very necessary. Those 
to whom he wrote were both Jews and Gentiles. As to 
the latter, he knew that it was of great importance to 
explain to them that they had sure and clear promises 
of redemption in Christ. As to the foi’mer, he was aware 
that it was of equal moment that they should be con- 
vinced, by the writings of their own prophets, of the 
purpose of God in calling those who had not been his 
people. Instead of speaking of inward grace, in our 
text, or in any part of its context directly, which he had 
fully done in the preceding chapters, the drift of the 
Epistle, which he now holds in view, is to show that the 
heathens are really the subjects of the mercy of God 
through the act of redemption, that it had been 
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purpose, as mentioned by the prophets, to bring them in 
to be equal partakers vrith the J ews. This being done, he 
excused himself for writing to them as he had done, be- 
cause God had manifested great grace to him in making 
him a minister to the Gentiles. Just at this point he 
writes our text, wherein he makes this grace, in part at 
least, to consist in himself acting as a priest to the Gen- 
tiles, whom the Jews had always regarded as debarred 
from the privileges of God’s people. This is somewhat 
the substance, also, of what is said by Dr. Clarke and 
Mr. Benson on this context. Now, is there any thing 
said about an inward work of grace here, so far as it re- 
lates to the theme of the apostle? Is not the whole 
subject in his mind as clearly revealed as is possible to 
conceive that he is speaking of God as having made them 
HOLY — that is, ceremonially so — so that they wouM have 
just as free access to him as the Jews had, all distinctions 
having been abolished and nailed to the cross? Thus 
much we may say as hinting at the context^ a thing that 
our commentators do not observe, so as to make their exe- 
gesis of the text and a fair consideration of the context 
harmonize, when they make the doctrine of the former an 
inward work. As to this they are destitute of a context, 
and contradicted by the scope. ’W'hatever interpretation, 
therefore, may be given to the passage, it must accord 
with the tenor of the apostle’s reasoning. 

(8.) Their views are a total neglect of the grammatical 
principle found in the text. Our verb is in the perfect 
tense, as already mentioned, and must be quoted or read 
accordingly, unless we are content to lose one of the two 
ideas found in the perfect form of Greek verbs, which so 
often occurs. It has been before spoken of, and it will 
be found in our conclusion* fully stated and well authen- 

* See Conclusion on the perpetuity of regeneration, I, 6, f., where we have 
quoted Anthon*s New Greek Grammar, p. 480, Crosby^s Greek Grammar, 
g 579, and Dr. Winer’s Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, 
g 41, 4, giving many illustrations of the Greek verb in the perfect tense. 
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ticated, that there are two principles involved in a Greek 
verb in the perfect tense. First. It is used to jndicate a 
complete act, which took place in the past, just the same 
as our English perfect. Second. It is designed, at the 
same time, to indicate that the effect or results of that act 
are still in being when the writer is writing. Let us 
take, here, one example : Mqxty^c;^ etg ^ATrcxare, 

Hoses, in ivliom ye have trusted, and still continue to 
TRUST, as if in Latin, in quo repositam hahitis spem ves- 
tram, John v, 45.'*'^ This accounts for scores of instances 
in the New Testament, where our translators, doing the 
best they could on account of two ideas in the Greek 
where the English has only one, have translated the 
Greek perfect tense by the English present, conceiving the 
present idea, that is, the existence of the etfect of the 
action of the verb, as more prominent and important than 
the past idea. This is the way in w^hich they translated 
our text, which must be so interpreted as to admit a cleai; 
solution to both the ideas in the word. We do not at 
all say that the verb should not be translated as they 
have done — such would be presumption — w^e only mean 
that there must be such an exegesis given of the passage 
as shall be in accordance with the fact that the verb; in 
the original, is in the perfect tense. This being so, a 
further expression of our text may stand thus, That the 
Gentiles as an offering may hecovie acceptable, having 
BEEN PRONOUNCED HOLY — or ceremonially clean as a na- 
tion — ^by the Holy Spirit, and remaining holy still. Here 
it may be seen that our authorized translation loses the 
perfected idea of the word entirely, and gives the present 
only. 

(4.) The position of our commentators is opposed log- 
ically and tJieologieally to certain considerations involved 

* See Conclusion on the perpetuity of regeneration, 1. 6, f., where we have 
quoted An thongs New Greek Grammar, p, 480, Crosby's Greek Grammar, 
§ 579, and Dr. Winer's Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, 
^ 41j 4, ffivinff many illustrations of the Greek verb in the nerfect tense- 
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in our text. These are three. First, that St. Paul 
preaches the Gospel to the Gentiles expressed in the 
words, Acting the priest as io the Gospel of God, Sec- 
ond, that it has been made possible for the Gentiles to 
be ministered unto, and still remains possible, set forth in 
the words, Having been pronounced holy and remaining 
holy stilL Third, the final end contemplated by the apos- 
tle’s ministry, declared in the words, That the Gentiles as 
an offering may become acceptable. Now, in what the ac- 
ceptability of the Gentiles consists, must be determined 
before we further proceed. It is manifestly in this, that 
they, after having heard the Gospel, should become the 
seiwants of God, and walk in his holy commandments. 
This seems plain, since, {d) The acceptability is, accord- 
ing to the construction of the text, the final object or end 
of St. PauFs ministry. (6) The word accept- 

able^ Greenfield defines, also, pleasing Groves, agree- 
able Dr. Eobinson, well-received f approvedT These 
definitions will give us a more general idea of the terra, 
and a moment’s reflection will assure us that to no man 
can any of these adjectives be applied, in the Christian 
sense, except to him who devotes himself to God. (c) St. 
Peter uses the word when he addresses the Church, as 
those who had already become the true servants of God, 
as the final result or end of apostolic preaching, sayiiig, 
^*Ye also, as lively stones, are built up a spiritual house, 
an holy priesthood to offer up spiritual sacrifices, accept- 
able to God by Jesus Christ.” 1 Pet. ii, 5. {d) In 

verse 9 of the same chapter, he further says, ‘‘Ye are a 
chosen generation . . . that ye should shew forth the 

praises of him who hath called you out of darkness into 
his marvelous light; which in time past were NOT A peo- 
ple, but are NOW the people of God.” Here he speaks 
of the Gentiles praising God, as the people who show by 
their Christianity the final result of the Gospel preached 
to them. And it just agrees with the context to our text, 
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where St. Paul, in speaking of the call of the Gentiles, 
says, Praise the Xiord all ye Gentiles/^ This fixes the 
sense in which we are to take the word acceptahle. It 
means those approved by the Almighty on account of 
their personal piety. 

Kow, the views of our commentators, wherein they 
make internal sanctity a prerequisite to the acceptability 
of this text, are, 

First. Contrary to the apostle’s statements logically^ as 
to the regular order of things in respect to time. Dr. 
Clarke says, '' The Gentiles comrERTED by him, and dedi- 
cated to the service of God, are his sacrifice and obla- 
tion.” Again he says, The Holy Ghost is the libamen 
poured upon this sacrifice, by which it is sahotieied and 
RENDERED ACCEPTABLE to God.” Mr. Benson, on the 
phrase, being sandijied by the Soly Qhostj says, Plbnti- 
EULLY COMMUNICATED to them, not only in a rich variety 
OP oiPTS, but in his regenerating, puripying, and com- 
forting INFLUENCES; making them wise and good, holy 
toward God, and useful to their fellow-creatures.” Ac- 
cording to the arrangement laid down, as deducible from 
our text, we see that these good men have taken the 
sanctification mentioned in the wrong sense. For while 
we hold that it means the national sanctification, whereby 
God removed the arbitrary distinction of uneleanness from 
the Gentiles, which the Holy Ghost sanctioned and deemed 
to have been done, thereby making this work the means 
whereby the apostle has the mere privilege of preaching 
to them, in order that they may receive internal and 
personal purity through the faith of the Gospel, as the 
final end of preaching, they have perverted the sense 
of the means so as to make it the same in sense with 
what the apostle regards as the final end. They are, 
therefore, obviously incorrect as viewed in the logical 
order of things. Logical means and ends must never be 
blended. 
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Their inaccuracy, in this respect, may appear more 
fully from the following considerations : (ot) Their exege- 
sis does not at all account for the participial adjunct, 
having been made holy^ regarded merely as to the use of 
language; for when a writer throws in a qualifying ad- 
junct, he of course deems it essential to the proper sense 
to be given to his sentence. But the apostle says he is 
a priest of the Gospel for the final end of saving the 
Gentiles, adjunctively stating that something had been 
done for them before that time, so as to make it possible 
to preach to them, and that this timely something still 
remains done for them. Now, granting that the sanctity 
means personal purity, “in a rich variety of gifts, there 
can, in the very nature of language, be no use for the 
adjunct, since personal purity is not essential to persons 
being the hearers of the Gospel, nor does moral impurity 
exclude men from being the subjects of Gospel ministra- 
tions. (h) Their comments present an erroneous view of 
the ministerial office in which the apostle rejoiced ; for the 
minister does not go unto the Gentiles to preach as to 
persons individually and inwardly pure, St. Paul’s mis- 
sion to the Gentiles was “ to open their eyes, and to turn 
them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan 
unto God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and 
an inheritance among them which are sanctified by faith 
that is in me.” Acts xxvi, 18. It is remarkable what 
an analogy there is between our own exegesis of the pres- 
ent text in Romans, and the doctrine of this passage in 
the Acts. This latter is the tenth passage that we have 
examined containing dytdXu)^ hagiazo; the reader would do 
well to compare our views on both, and especially observe 
their resemblance as to the final end proposed in the min- 
istry of the Gospel to the Gentiles, (c) Their interpreta- 
tion repudiates the final object of the apostle’s ministry. 
For if t;he adjunct, having been pronounced holy, etc., re- 
fers to the cleansing of the soul, as Dr. Adam Clarke 
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says of it, that it s ANcriPiED and rendered” them 
^‘acceptable to God,” since the perfect form of the verb 
is used, implying that the results and effects of its action 
remain with them still, as already shown, the Gentiles, as 
an entire family, had the final object of preaching in their 
possession before St. Paul preached to them at all ; that 
is, they had the mdi before they had the means; for, 
surely, if a soul is sanctified by the Holy Ghost, as Mi. 
Benson says, “plentifully communicated,” he is as accept- 
able with God as he can be. TiTiere, then, is the final 
end to be obtained which is anticipated in the apostle’s 
mind, not yet reached, and expressed by the words ha 
, . . euTzpoffdsxrogy that may lecome . . . 

acceptable ? 

Second. Our text presents theological difficulties when 
interpreted as our learned men have done. Before pre- 
senting the particulars coming under this head, we remark 
that when the apostle speaks of being a minister to the 
Gentiles, and officiating as a priest respecting the Gospel, 
he is to be understood as using the word “ Gentiles ” in a 
general sense to indicate the whole Gentile world, and not 
as confining his expression to any particular part of them. 
His words are applicable, also, to every true Christian 
minister who is “called as was Aaron,” respecting his 
mission to the heathen world. “Preach the Gospel to 
every creature,” is the Divine command. 

(а) Them exposition seems to tend to Xliiiversalism, If 
the whole Gentile family, before ever hearing the Gospel, 
have received, as Mr. Benson says, regenerating^ 
purifying^ and comforting influences ” of the Holy Ghost, 
“ making them wise and good, holy toward God, and use- 
ful to their fellow- creatures,” what more is needed to save 
them all? Would not this doctrine save every body? 
Do we not see from this that the word could have had no 
reference to personal or internal purity? 

(б) What seems to he, perhaps, the most absurd feature 
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of all is, that their notion represents the Gentiles as mor- 
ally pure and fitted for heaven before having heard the 
Gospel preached! The verb 7jYta(TiJ.i'jr) actually implies 
that at some time, anterior to the apostle’s ministry and 
to his writing, the Gentiles had been sanctified — ^let this 
mean what it may — and that they are yet in that same 
condition. Is it true that the Gentiles are morally pure 
in heart before they hear the Gospel? We really thought 
that faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word 
of God.” 

(5.) Their interpretation does not follow the analogy 
in the use of the word ■rjYcafffj.ivT^, hegiasmene. We have 
seen that the perfect passive participle in the Greek 
language, as in the English, means the same as the 
kindred adjective. This word we have shown means the 
very same, when used in this form, as its kindred adjec- 
tive,. a^iog, (hagioSy) holy. But the latter we find has no 
stronger meaning in the New Testament and Septuagint, 
than that of designating one having a right or privilege 
to Church relation. We have sufficiently argued this, and 
have quoted Dr, Hibbard’s able exposition of it, as favor- 
able to us, besides. Therefore, the signification of the 
word thus found, does not indicate that the Gentiles were 
regenerated by the Holy Ghost, even were we to lay aside 
all the foregoing arguments advanced on this text. It 
would merely signify that they had been pronouncei) 
HOLT, or fitted by the coming in of the Christian dispen- 
sation, as our context teaches, to receive the blessings of 
the Gospel equally with the Jews. Thus the word, from 
a general and constant use, previously established, as 
equal to aytogy hagiosy sustains us and opposes them, un- 
less those who hold to their views can show that Sytog^ 
hagioSy is used to indicate, essentially, a heart perfectly 
cleansed by the Holy Ghost. 

(6.) Their exegesis of the phrase r^ytaaiihr^y hegiasmenly 
having been pronounced holy, does not properly explain 
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■wherein in an offering consists. They seem to 

haye strained the beautiful figure of the apostle wherein 
he represents the Gentiles as an offering. For, Dr. 
Clarke, adopting Dr. Whitby, by what seems to be a 
freak of fancy, compares the Holy Ghost to lihamen 
poured upon the ancient sacrifices. This is surely inap- 
posite and far-fetched — perhaps, what some w^ould call mak- 
ing a figure go on all fours. For it loses the idea of the 
sacrifice being the Gentiles, as human heingSj whom God 
had formerly held to be unclean, as opposed to the Jews, 
who w^ere clean, and apparently conceives of them as if 
consisting in some kind of sacrifice inferior to man. The 
impending question is for us to determine how MEiijr were 
made holy, that is, ceremonially clean, so as to approach 
God in worship, and not how men prepared other sacri- 
fices. We must adhere to the usus loquendi of the word 
as applied to man. The corresponding sacrifices under 
the Levitical priesthood were Jews — human beings, and 
not oxen or goats. In this w’e find that God sanctified, or 
treated as holy, that is, as nationally or ceremonially clean, 
the whole Hebrew nation, and if one of them, by the vio- 
lation of the Divine law", became ceremonially unclean, 
God required him to sanctify himself, or make himself cer- 
emonially holy again, by the benefits of the proper cere- 
monies for such a particular case. Now, while the Jews 
w"ere a holt — Hebrew ss^njj, Greek dywi — ^nation, and had 
the peculiar rites of religion among themselves, and en- 
joyed all the knowledge and favors of the true God, as a 
distinct people, it was an unlawful thing for a man that 
is a Jeio to keep company, or come unto one of another na- 
tion.^' Acts X, 28. The Gentiles were called “the un- 
circumcision.’’ “At that time they were without Christ, 
being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and 
strangers from the covenants of promise,” because God, 
during all this time, regarded and treated them as unclean, 
and as yet had made no provision for them whereby they 
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should be ceremonially clean as the Jews had been. Our 
learned commentators seem to have accidentally over- 
looked this truth in our text, which they so ably treat 
elsewhere in many places. For God, in the fullness of 
time, broke down the middle wall, and thus sanctified the 
Gentile world, and made it possible for them to di'aw nigh 
unto him and become his worshipers. ^^Now, in Christ 
Jesus, ye, who sometimes were far off, are made nigh by 
the blood of Christ.’^ Eph. ii, 13. The act seems to 
have been Christ’s. He suffered without the gate to 
SANCTIFY — or MAKE HOLY — ^the people, and the Holy 
Ghost acquiesced in it. Therefore, to give the word in 
our text the coloring of analogy to the pouring out of 
libamen, and not to God’s method of making, regarding, 
or treating men formally holy, as in his ancient Church, 
is surely very unfit in this passage, and involves the argu- 
ment in inextricable difficulties. 

(7.) Having presented the several arguments now be- 
fore the reader, as to the sense of our text, a few addi- 
tional considerations may properly be offered in demon- 
stration of the fact that our verb is to be regarded in 
every respect as a Hebrew word. 

(a) OonsiBtency demands this. We have seen that Dr. 
Adam Clarke and others regard the apostle as using a 
figure borrowed from Hebrew priests, officiating at their 
altar, when he speaks of himself acting the priest as to the 
Gospel. If, therefore, the figure itself is Hebrew, we 
must, for the sake of consistency, take the terms pertain- 
ing to that Hebrew mode of worship in the same sense. 
One word in the passage is just as much to be understood 
in the Levitical signification as another. The verb r^ytac- 
fxiyy), having been pronounced holy^ is as strictly a J ewish 
term, as icpoupyouvra^ acting the priest^ is. Consistency 
requires this sense of the word. But when we define it 
in the Hebrew Lexicon, and search for its signification in 
the Hebrew Bible, it does not show itself in the sense of 
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removing sin from the soul by the Holy Spirit. Hence 
this welhiiigh demonstrates the truth and fairness of our 
position, notwithstanding the opinion of those thinking 
otherwise, whose ability and name "we highly respect. 

(b) I^eeessity requires the Hebrew sense to be given to 
Tj'/iaff/jidvrj, hegias7nene. It is in the perfect tense, and indi- 
cates a past and completed action. This we intimated 
before, as merely necessary to the true sense of the apos- 
tle’s declaration, wherein he says that he is a minister 
of the Gospel. He designs the participial clause as a 
mere adjunct to make plain his main affirmation, in which 
he asserts his ministry to the Gentiles. The tense indi- 
cates, in this particular, that the action expressed took 
place, and was finished antecedently to his being a minis- 
ter. Therefore, w’e can with no propriety say that the 
term means to spiritually cleanse, For such is a part to 
be preached and enforced by the minister, and it depends 
on the ministry. But this act was no part, essentially, 
of the Gospel as connected with the apostle’s ministry as 
a doctrine^ being independent and simply explanatory. 
Granting that the Jews had a clear conception of God, 
having destroyed ceremonial distinctions, as to Jews and 
Gentiles, the adjunct might be cast out of the text with- 
out doing any violence thereto, that is, without injury to 
the apostle’s main declaration. Had he been writing to a 
Church wholly composed of Gentile converts, who were 
ignorant of Jewish prejudices, but who had an idea of 
w^hence he borrowed his beautiful figure, from the facts in 
the case, we are at a loss to see how he could have used 
the adjunct. Would it not have been unfit and com- 
pletely misunderstood, as, indeed, it has been, by the most 
learned Gentiles? This will seem quite reasonable, too, 
when it is observed that St. Paul, in the former part of 
this Epistle, preached salvation in its fullness and strength, 
and never once used the verb d^td^o)^ hagiazo^ in the whole 
Epistle, except this once. Therefore, the word is neces- 
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sarily Hebrew, since it is only adapted to those acquainted 
with Jewish customs and prejudices. 

((?) Exegesis shows that our term is Hebrew in signifi- 
cation. Many to whom he wrote were Jews, with whose 
scrupulousness, concerning fellowship with the Gentiles, 
the New Testament abounds. Our Lord is accused of 
eating with publicans and sinners. Peter hesitates to 
preach the Gospel to Gentiles till he understands the 
import of his vision. So the apostle, in our text, asserts 
that he is a minister to the Gentiles, then brings in the 
explanatory adjunct to make that matter plain to Jewish 
minds, as to how such a thing was possible, that God 
had pronounced the whole Gentile world fit subjects of 
the Gospel. How rational is this idea, as to the force of 
this participial adjunct! In Acts xxii, 3, St. Paul uses 
the same kind of adjunct, where he first asserts that he 
is a Jew; then, to describe himself in that particular 
properly, as he designed to appear before the Asiatic 
Jew's, he introduces, (1.) having been born 

in Tarsus; (2.) d . vaT £ Opaixfxho <;^ haying been brought up 
at the feet of Gamaliel ; (3.) Tttizaideojxivoq ^ having been 
TAUGHT according to the exactness of the paternal law. 
The apostle being a thoroughly-educated Jew, his heaw 
ideal of a great man among them w'as not deficient. 
Knowing, therefore, what they would expect to constitute 
an acceptable Jew, having asserted that he was one of 
their nation, he brings in the three participial adjuncts 
above given, to show that he had the essential qualifica- 
tions. Now, any one can see that these adjuncts are no 
essential part of his declaration: am verily a man 

which am a Jew.’^ They are simply exegetical and pre- 
requisite to his idea of his being a Jew under his circum- 
stances at that time. Hence we think that Mr. Kirk- 
ham speaks with propriety when he says, ‘^An adjunct 
or imperfect phrase contains no assertion, or does not 
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amount to a proposition or sentence.’’'^ So is it in our 
text. Had not the Jewish element in the Church at Romo 
been assured that the mercy of God had come unto the 
Gentiles, and that the apostle’s ministry to the heathen 
was Imvfidy they wmuld have been infuriated against him, 
and his usefulness would have been destroyed on account 
of the burning antipathy "which they held against the Gen- 
tiles. Indeed, his caution, as to how he approaches the 
Jews with Gospel truth all through his Epistles, is no 
inconsiderable evidence in our favor, respecting the nature 
of the adjunct in our text. With these remarks, we sub- 
mit the passage to the unbiased reader, who, we hope, 
will weigh the evidence pro and eon^ simply adding a kind 
of exegetical translation in these words : That I should he 
a minister of Jesus Christ unto the Gentiles^ officiating as 
a priest as to the Gospel of God^ in order that the Gentiles 
as an offering may heeome (for they are not yet) approved^ 
having been esteemed (and being esteemed yet) by the Soly 
Ghosts as the lawful subjects of Gospel ministrations. 

We now come to the last passage of the twenty-nine in 
the Hew Testament, where our word hagiazo^ is 

found. The doctrine supposed to be couched in this is 
the mystic Turtle, on whose back the wholly sanctified” 
world stands as their chief support. We allude to that 
famous text, the singular translation of which has, per- 
haps, given birth to that which pious and well-meaning 
men have called entire sanctification” — a text, too, 
which is constantly quoted as a proof of this position, by 
all talkers and writers on the subject. We will examine it. 

29- 1 Thess. v, 23: “The very God of peace sanctify 
you wholly ; and I pray God your whole spirit, and soul, 
and body, be preserved blameless unto the coming of our 
Lord Jesus Christ,” 

In the investigation of this passage, in order to find out 
its true meaning, we shall present several objections to 

* Grammar, p. 210, 
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the usual sense which theological writers and commentators 
have given it. As far as we know, men hold this passage 
to teach, that after the soul has been justified, and simul- 
taneously therewith has been regenerated, it must, at some 
indefinite, subsequent period, receive a second blessing — 
if such was not obtained at the same moment with re- 
generation, which is held to be possible, but not prob- 
able — as a necessary qualification for heaven. This is 
also called Christian perfection, or, in the language of our 
text, a being wholly sanctified,” We do not, however, 
understand this text to teach such a doctrine. Hoping, 
therefore, the kind reader w'ill substitute submission to 
candid investigation, for his most sanguine predilections 
of our text, as to the opinions of others, we propose to 
present our exegesis of this passage in the form of ob- 
jections to what some may regard as established views. 
We believe, however, that the doctrine of ^‘established 
views” is no indemnity against investigation, or satisfac- 
tion to an inquiring and intelligent mind, when the pre- 
sumption is, that by the assaults of reason, through the 
aid of accredited modes of exegesis, the establishment may 
be shaken, if not completely demolished. 

(1.) Our first objection is, that (Jiagiazo^ to 

make holy^ here rendered sanctify^ does not mean an in- 
ward moral act of cleansing ^ that it no where, between the 
lids of the Bible, is ever synonymous, in signification, 
■with the word (anagennao^ to jregenerate — 

much less can it have this signification with the accessory 
idea of being intensified, which intensity has been ex- 
pressed by the word “ wholly.” It has been stated before 
that such is not the meaning of the term in the Hebrew 
Bible in any one passage. It has also been shown that 
when the seventy learned Jews translated the Hebrew 
Bible into Greek, they used liagiazo^ almost constantly, 
as the equivalent of the Hebrew hadhasTi^ both 

meaning to sanctify; that is, to make holy in the ceremo- 
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nial and eode%imiical sense, and that this same Greek 
word is used twenty -nine times in the New Testament. 
The fact has been mentioned that in the Hebrew-English 
Lexicon, JcadkasJi^ to make holy, does not mean io hi- 
wardly purify the soul in any one instance. Its definition 
dias been given verlathn in our objections in Part First of 
this work so as fully to satisfy the English reader who 
will take the references there given, and examine them 
for himself in their respective places. 

It is, then, self-evident that the Septuagint can not 
give the word any greater force or value than the He- 
brew, since, in all cases, it has the same contexts to the 
word as the Hebrew. It has the same Divine word to 
treat of. If there is any intensity of meaning, our judg- 
ment teaches us that such should be characteristic of the 
Hebrew, and not of the Greek. That is to say, we would 
expect an original to teach more than a translation, how- 
ever complete the latter may be. xidditional to all this, 
the verb now appears in our investigation this tw’enty- 
ninth time. To us, at least, as not willfully ^‘handling 
the Word of God deceitfully,” it does not seem to signify 
the act of purifying the human soul in any degree. Even 
Rev, Richard Watson, a man of very superior ability as 
a preacher and unparalleled celebrity as a theologian, 
giving the definition of the word sanctify, in his Theo- 
logical Dictionary, speaks first of it as a word used in the 
old dispensation to signify a Church purity, a cei'emo- 
nial sanctification, which might be obtained by the ob- 
servance of external rites and ordinances.” Very true, 
indeed. He then speaks of the contrast between the 
ceremonial rites of the Mosaic period and the internal 
purity of heart required by Christianity, saying, ‘‘ That 
dispensation is now at an end. Under the New Testa- 
ment the state of things is changed; for now ^neither 
circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircumcision, but a 
new creature.^ ” Now, why was it that Mr. Watson, 
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■when telling about the “ ceremonial sanctification,” as the 
type of the purity of the heart in the Christian dispensa- 
tion, did not pass over, by a very easy transition, and 
quote a passage in the New Testament which would 
clearly teach us that the present dispensation requires the 
inward man — the heart — to be sanctified in the sense of a 
moral purification, instead of speaking about a new crea- 
ture,” which we have shown, in Part First of this work, to 
mean nothing more than one who is regenerated? Does 
Mr. Watson mean to teach us that a merely-regenerated 
man, w'hich the phrase “ new creature ” signifies, is sanctified 
in the full sense in 'which he seems to have intended ? Cer- 
tainly he did, as we infer from two considerations : First. 
The contrast in his definitions between the requirements of 
the old and new dispensations. Second. The passage he 
quotes from the New Testament containing a doctrine 
sufficient for man^s salvation, because it availeth,” ■which 
doctrine, perhaps, every Methodist preacher in the known 
world will say means no more, as an inward -work, than 
simply regeneration. Facts, then, show that Mr. Watson, 
in making his transition from the old to the new dispen- 
sation, had no passage to quote containing the word 
aytd^o}, hagiazo. His definition, therefore, if in favor of 
his word meaning an internal work, as we understand him, 
is objectionable for two reasons: First. His proof-passage, 
which takes a “ new creature” as the Christian standard — 
and we are at a loss to know what higher standard can 
be produced — teaches nothing more than a regenerated 
creature. Second. In this passage the word hag- 

iazoy is not found — non esL The very word that he was 
defining occurred, we think, more than one hundred times 
in the Old Testament, but there he speaks of a cere- 
monial sanctification,” and twenty-nine times in the New 
Testament, but here he innocently and unwittingly dodged 
it. Why did he not, when pointedly defining the term as 
ceremonial in the old dispensation, quote one of the 
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twenty-nine passages of tlie ITew Testament containing 
it, and prove that noio its meaning has changed^ and that 
it means an actual and internal sanctification as destroy- 
ing all sin? That he meant the ^‘ceremonial sanctifica- 
tion'’ to he the type of the whole inward work of grace, 
which was to take place in the Christian dispensation, is 
plain from what he further adds in his definition : “ The 
thing signified/' he says, “namely, hiternal purity and 
holiness^ is no less necessary to a right to the privileges 
of the Gospel, than the ohservance of those external rites 
was unto the privileges of the law.” So we see that Mr. 
Watson, one of the very best theological wTiters, and one 
of the most logical and powerful reasoners that the world 
has ever produced, has left us sufficient room for conjec- 
turing his failure to prove that the word which he stax'ted 
out to define, according to his views of the Christian dis-, 
pensation, ever means any more than to regenerate^ even 
granting ail that some can ask, namely, that it means to 
cleanse morally^ and that his proof-passage coniaim it; 
for incidentally his mind rested on a passage having no 
more in it, as a doctrine, than simply regeneration. We 
therefore hold, all things considered, that the celebrated 
proof-passage under consideration, as claimed by sanctifi- 
cationists, does not teach an inward work of grace at all, 
because the word {hagiazo^ to sanctify^ with its 

corresponding word in the Hebrew, has no such meaning 
from the best authority that we can possibly find. 

(2.) The context is against the doctrine known as entire 
sanctification. It proves that the Thessalonians, at the 
very time St. Paul wrote this Epistle to them, were in the 
enjoyment of all the purity of heart that God designs to 
men in this life. If so, what need is there for complete 
sanctity as an additional blessing? Eor ho addresses the 
“ Church of the Thessalonians, which is in God the Father 
and in the Lord Jesus Christ.’’ Now, if a person has God 
for his Father, can he have any greater ? Does he need 



Abg. XVII.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 377 

any more than what this implies? Has God promised 
any more than what the Thessalonians then had? I^o, 
he never did, so far as it relates to purity of heart indi- 
cated by the relation to God which they then sustained; 
for when the Almighty enlarged on that part in the Abra- 
hamic covenant which he promised to perform, he declared 
that, in part, he would be A Father, not only unto the 
patriarch, but also unto his seed, which relation, St. Paul 
says, depends on the sole condition, ^^If ye be Christ’s,” 
simply believers, as were the Thessalonian Church — as 
he further describes them, the Loz'd Jesus.” Then 
he says that such are heirs according to the promise,” 
which in part is that God will be a Father. It is declared 
in these words : I will establish my covenant between 
me and thee, and thy seed after thee, in their genei-ations, 
for an everlasting covenant : to be a God unto thee, and 
thy seed after thee.” Gen. xvii, 7. The Thessalonians, 
then, stood on safe gi'ound, thoroughly saved in the cov- 
enant relation. They were just as much and as certainly 
the children of God, and as acceptable with him as ever 
Abraham was. And — chap, i, 6 — the apostle tells them 
that they had become followers of the Lord. ^‘Having 
received the word in much aflSiiction, with joy in the Holy 
Ghost.” ITow, this context to our text teaches that the 
Thessalonians had received God’s word, that they had the 
Father as their God, the Son as their Savior, the Holy 
Ghost as their Comforter, much assurance/^ There- 
fore, where is there even a pretext favorable to the notion 
of entire sanctification as an additional inward work to 
what is here implied? Take notice, reader, that w^hen 
writers on this wonderful blessing attempt to give its evi- 
dences^ they can not say any thing stronger as descriptive 
of those evidences than what is here said of the Thessa- 
lonian Church. At all events none of our authors have. 
The first proof that Dr. Peck gives is, The witness of 

S2 
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the Spirit — the testimony of God’s Spirit that the soul is 
entirely sanctified.”* 

Calvinistic writers have denied entire freedom from sin 
in this life. Against their opinion Mr. Watson brings the 
fourth of his “fatal objections” in these words: “It is 
disproved, also, by all those passages which require us to 
bring forth those graces and virtues which are usually 
called the fimits of the Spirit. That these are to be pro- 
duced during our life, and to be displayed in our spirit 
and conduct, can not be doubted ; and w^e may then ask 
whether they are required of us in perfection and matur- 
ity? If so, in this degree of maturity and perfection, 
they necessarily suppose the entire sanctification of the 
soul from the opposite and antagonistic evils.”t The sum 
of the matter is this: Our authors make the witness of 
the Spirit a proof of entire sanctification; and since the 
Thessalonians had it in much assurance, we hope that no 
one will deny that they were in the full possession of the 
Divine favor. How can any entire sanctificationist deny 
us our position when their ablest authors are made the 
judges? Can there, then, be any thing like the doctrine 
to which they adhere taught in our text? Would the 
apostle pray God to grant them that which they already 
had? -Does not the context show, as quoted, that the 
Thessalonians had the whole Godhead ? the whole Divinity 
as their portion? His holy Word besides? and what more 
can there be wanting either in time or in eternity? Are 
W’’e not satisfied if "we have all this ? Can God give more 
than himself? Let us, then, “ stand fast in the liberty ” 
of Christ. Like Paul, let us “ keep the faith.” As our 
Master hath said, “ Continue in my love, then are ye my 
disciples indeed.” “ Abide in me.” “ If a man abide 
not in me, he is cast forth as a branch and is withered.” 
Take notice of the several words in these inspired say- 


* Perfection, Abridged, p. 295. 
f Institutes, Vol. ii, chap. xxiz. 
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ings which we put in capitals. Do you not see that they 
all have a like meaning, conveying to us the idea of con- 
iinuance in the regenerate state, not in a going on to seek 
for some other additional blessing called entire sanctifica- 
tion? Observe, also, that the doctrine of man’s eternal 
condemnation is not based on the ground of his not ob- 
taining this complete sanctity, but on the ground of Ms 
not ABIDING- in Christ, the vine. It is on this account 
that he is “ withered.” So Peter said, Add to your faith 
virtue, and to virtue knowledge,” etc., frith two promises. 
Pirst. Negatively, “Ye shall never fall.” Second. Posi- 
tively, “An entrance shall be administered unto you abun- 
dantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord and 
Savior Jesus Christ.” Here is a promise of eternal sal- 
vation in the clearest and strongest terms, not on the 
condition of obtaining complete sanctity, as an inward 
work additional to their fiirst favor in the Lord, but on 
the sole requirement of addifig good works, as the fruit 
of the faith which justifies. This addition to faith is what 
we have argued, from the first, to be Christian perfec- 
tion or sanctification — simply keeping the moral law as 
the fruit of justifying faith. Such, also, in substance, is 
the context immediately preceding our text. Hear what 
it says: “Now we exhort you, brethren, warn them that 
are unruly, comfort the feeble-minded, support the weak, 
be patient toward all men. See that none render evil for 
evil unto any man; but ever follow that which is good, 
both among yourselves, and to all men. Rejoice evermore. 
Pray without ceasing. In every thing give thanks; for 
this is the will of God in Christ Jesus concerning you. 
Quench not the Spirit. Despise not prophesyings. Prove 
all things; hold fast that which is good. Abstain from 
all appearance of evil.” TMs brings us up to our text. 
We see that these points of duty consist jn the outward 
works of Christianity, which are the fruits of the justified 
and regenerated man. Omitting, now, the proof-text, W'e 
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q^uote tlie rest of the passage which succeeds it, as well as 
that which precedes it. He contiuues : “Faithful is he 
that calleth you, who also will do it. Brethren, pray for 
us. Greet all the brethren with a holy kiss.” It seems 
very strange if St. Paul, in the text before us, intended to 
teach as important a doctrine as some deem entire sancti- 
fication to be, in their own peculiar sense, that he should 
exhort to the observance of almost every conceivable out- 
ward duty of religion, as the fruit of the Christian’s faith, 
then stop and tbrdvv in a prayer for those Christians, who 
ah-eady had the favor of the whole Godhead, to be blessed 
with an inward, additional work of grace, of such mon- 
strous magnitude that the human mind can not conceive 
of what it can be as superior to regeneration I that he 
should again take up his exhortation, as to the outward 
duties of religion, concerning prayer, and greeting of the 
brethren with a holy kiss! We say it is strange that he 
should immediately change to such a great theme, and 
then so suddenly fall back to the less. There is one par- 
ticular feature in this context which is of further import- 
ance, when compared with other passages, which will aid 
us in finding out the meaning of the sanctification men- 
tioned in our text. The next verse after our text says, 
“Faithbui. is he that calleth you, who also will do it.” 
Will do what? What does the it refer to ? Evidently to 
the work, whatever that work may be, expressed in the 
phrase sanctify. Compare 1 Cor. i, 8, 9, and we have, 
“Who shall confirm you unto the end, that ye may be 
blameless in the day of the Lord Jesus Christ; God is 
FAITHB01, by whom ye were called unto the fellowship of 
his Son Jesus Christ our Lord.” So, is it not clear from 
this passage that St. Paul, the author of both passages 
which we compare, was inspiring the Corinthians with 
courage and assurance in God as to one particular point, 
which was the confirming of them unto the end? He as- 
sures them that God is faithbpl, implying that he will 



Abg. XVII.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


381 


do it. He thus employs the very language used in the 
context connected with our text in the Thessalonians. 
Hoes it not, therefore, approximate a certainty, since all 
speakers and wr?ters have phrases strictly peculiar to 
themselves, that he is speaking also of the confirming of 
the Thessalonians, or of their consecration? Observe the 
many points of analogy. In both instances he addresses 
those who are already helievera; in both he speaks of God 
as '^faithful;” in both he uses the word ‘^blameless;” in 
both he desires this blamelessness to continue; saying in 
one, “Unto the coming of the Lord Jesus;” in the other, 
“ Blameless in the day of the Lord.” In the one he says, 
“ Prove all things ; hold fast that which is good in the 
other, “So that ye come behind in no gift.” Are not 
these manifest analogies? Yet the passage in Corinth- 
ians has not the word sanctify in it at all. So in 2 Thess. 
iii, 3, we have like words : “ But the Lord is faithful, 
who shall stablish you, and keep you from Era.” In 
the passage connected with our text God is said to be 
FAITHFUL, so in this ; there he prays for a Uameless pres- 
ervation, here, stablish you; there, abstain from all ap- 
pearance of here, “ keep you from eviir Have 

these corresponding passages no force ? Is our text the 
only one of the kind in the Hew Testament? Notice 
that in the second Epistle to the Thessalonians the apos- 
tle urges them to become so established as not to sin, but 
to live so as to be “ kept from evil,” as he did in the 
former. But he says nothing about sanctification, in the 
use of the mere verb in question, in his second letter. 
He does not even name the word in his whole Epistle. 
He, however, uses its sense in the second, as he does in 
the first, when he tells them that the Lord is faithful to 
“keep you from evil,” Observe, also, that our Lord 
prayed for his disciples, and the principal thing in that 
solemn petition — John, chap, xvii — ^is, that the Father 
would “ keep them from the evil.” That this might be 
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donej he prayed him to Banetify them through the truth, 
and so keep them in this manner from the evil There- 
fore, sanctification, as sustained by jparallel passages, 
when applied to persons already Christians, as used in 
our text, consists in being hejjt from evily which on the 
other hand will imply activity, of course, in all the Chris- 
tian graces. This truly makes it the fruit of faith, and, 
hence, it is never applied to persons except those in cov- 
enant relation with Grod. Now, if these parallel passages 
will not, of themselves, wholly invalidate the opinion of 
those who think our text teaches an additional, inward 
work to regeneration, there may be some ground for sus- 
picion. TTe do not say that their minds are not open to 
conviction, or that they have concluded to interpret the 
Scriptures without any context at all. We, therefore, 
maintain that the context is against the usual view. As 
additional, we would suggest that those w^ho adhere to 

it since we have noticed that the Thessalonians were 

already regenerated — overthrow our arguments .on the 
sinlessness of the regenerate state before given, in order 
to clear the ground for the necemty of what they claim 
in this text, 

(S.) Greeh lexicons of edahlisTied authority disprove the 
usual interpretation of our text. 

The Greek word translated “ wholly,’^ is 6XoTeX£ig, ho- 
loteleis. Dr. Edward Robinson defines it thus: Quite 
complete^ perfecty zvhole, 1 Thess. v, 23. dytdaat 6fid<; 

that is, wholly^ in every part.’^ Here he gives 
it three meanings w’liereby he finishes his definition. 
Afterward he explains it paraphrastically, departing iBrom 
its exact signification, and giving a free sense, as he 
supposes, of the whole clause. He expresses his view in 
the words, Wholly, in every part.^^ Now, the careful 
translator must always adhere to the exact definition of 
the words which are to he rendered, and not to any 
one^s paraphrase. He must confine himself to the pre- 
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cise sense of words and to syntax. When he departs 
from these he is not translating, but is trying to give his 
own sense of the passage. Excluding, then, the para- 
phrase of Dr. Robinson, which is not made from o^otstAsT?, 
Iioloteleis, alone, which he presumes to define in his Lexi- 
con, but is a kind of compound idea depending partly on 
the verb dytacac, hagiasai, sanctify, as united with the 
adjective, and we have just three meanings of the word 
as given by him ; namely, quite complete, perfect, whole. 
And if the text is fairly translated according to Dr. 
Robinson, we must use one of these adjectives, and then 
let the paraphrase go what way it will. Passow, by Lid- 
dell and Scott, defines the same word by the one phrase, 
quite complete John Groves defines it, “ entirely fin- 
ished, complete, perfectJ^ William Greenfield defines it, 
perfect, complete, all, the tvhoW^ Here are four Lexi- 
cons of well-established authority, not one of which can 
be said, strictly speaking, to define 6h)reXsX<;, holoteleis, by 
the word ‘‘wholly;’’ and for a very good reason. Wholly 
is an adverb, while all the significations given above are 
adjectives, because the Greek word itself is an adjective. 
It must, therefore, be defined by such and not by another 
part of speech. Adjectives, in all Lexicons, are invaria- 
bly defined by other adjectives, verbs by other verbs, 
nouns by other nouns, etc., and, perhaps, in no case can 
this law of language be violated without falling into error. 
And so our Lexicons have properly given several defini- 
tions of this, all by the corresponding part of speech. 
The passage, therefore, has been paraphrased in our ver- 
sion of the Scriptures. It has not, strictly speaking, been 
translated; *and good men have, to a very considerable 
degree, built up their theory of entire sanctification on 
this text. This is evident from the following facts: 
Eirst. They have named their doctrine “ entire sanctifica- 
tion,” making the word entire to correspond to the word 
wholly in the paraphrastic translation. Second. The text 



384 


KEVIEW OF WESLEXAF PEBFECTION. [Part II. 


in hand is constantly used as their proof-passage. Mr. 
Wesley quotes it on the fifty-fourth page of his Plain 
Account of Christian Perfection, to show that the pi'ctyers 
found in the J^e^y Testament afford ground for expecting 
to be saved from all sin.’’ Pev. Richard Watson, in his 
rheological Institutes, VoL ii, chap, xxix, quotes our 
text as proof of entire sanctification in the same manner 
as Mr. Wesley. Dr, Peck says, ui’ge that a state of 
entire sanctification is made a matter of prayer. He 
then quotes our text as proof. Bishop Hamline, in his 
tract headed ^^What is it to be holx?’’ says, “Entire 
sanctification is a phrase authorized by this language of 
Paul, in Thessalonians, ^And the very God of peace 
mnctify you ivTiolly f that is, ^ entirely.’^’ Such 

is the light in which our vrriters have held this text. We 
conclude, therefore, from the reasoning just advanced, 
which looks to us to be very fair indeed, that persons 
are unjustifiable in taking this passage as a proof, in the 
manner and for the purpose in which it has been held. 
Must the crowning doctrine of the Christian’s practical 
life, granting them their own view, be founded on a mere 
paraphrase? 

(4.) Orammatieal authority is against the signification 
that entire sandificationistB have given our text. 

In our received translation, “ Sanctify you wholly,” the 
'word wholly ” is an adverb, and qualifies the verb “ sanc- 
tify.” It answers to the question, JSfoiv or in what man- 
ner or degree sanctify you? The answer is, “wholly,” 
that is, as opposed to a partial work which regeneration 
has been held to be. “May there be neither root nor 
branch of sin left in your soul!” Such seems to be its 
force as it strikes the understanding of every English 
reader who also may understand “sanctify” to purifiy 
morally. But in the Greek the pronoun “you” is 
JiumaSy and is in the plural number, accusative case. The 

^ CLristian Perfection Abridged, p. 222. 
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word hoUteUis^ translated “ wholly,” agrees with 

this pronoun in number and case according to the usage 
of the Greek language that adjectives must agree with 
their nouns and pronouns in these respects. Now, if we 
understand an ellipsis of the verb to he in our text, we 
may translate the Greek accordingly. Omissions of the 
substantive verb are well known to be very frequent both 
in Hebrew and in Greek. The original stands thus: Avroq 
dk 6 Osb'Z elpTjuTji; aytdcai bfiaq oAorsAeT^, A.7ld TiXdy the 
God of 'peace himself make you holy — were sluac, so as to 
he perfecL 

The first time wc ever cast our eyes on this text in the 
original, knowing its prominence as a proof-passage among 
sanctificationists, we could not agree to the received trans- 
lation, because it absolutely changed an adjective, having 
number and case to agree with a pronoun having these 
properties, into an adverb- It then made that adverb 
qualify the verb sanctify.” We had never known, either 
in the New Testament or in the Greek classics, a similar 
instance of such a mode of translation as to make an 
adjective, having declension, and designed by the writer 
to agree with its noun, changed into an adverb and made 
to qualify a verb. Very true, there are instances and 
usages in the Greek language of adjectives in the neuter 
gender, being used adverbially^ — quite common this, but 
not, w^e think, when in the masculine gender and having 
such syntax as this one has. We are constrained, not- 
withstanding other translations, to inquire why this ad- 
jective has agreement with the pronoun, unless that 
agreement be given to it in the verbal translation ? The 
mere reader of the Scriptures may translate loosely ; the 
theologian can not. The adjective must have its oion 
meaning, and syntax or the English reader’s theology 
must be false syntax. In order to arrive at the correct 
translation of this text, as to the word (SAoTeAsi^^, holoteleis^ 
having received a slightly-erroneous impression respecting 
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its meaning from Mr. Greenfield who defines it all, and 
not being pleased with my own translation, I took the 
pains to write for information to my highly- esteemed, very 
scholarly friend, and worthy brother, Rev. Professor W. 
G, Williams, formerly my instructor in languages, who 
has filled the classical chair in the Ohio Wesleyan Univer- 
sity from the beginning of that excellent institution with 
great success 5 who is known to those intimately acc^uainted 
with him as one of the foremost literary men of our age ; 
whose criticism his students learn to revere as the lex non 
scripta. On the reception of our letter the Professor 
promptly answers concerning our text as follows : 

Ohio Wesley ajj University, I 
Delaware^ 0., June 8, 1863. j 

Mr D-ear Fraxklin,— I thank you for your letter, with its many 
kind words to myself personally. . . . Your interpretation of 

d/j}T€2£ig is not correct. The word does not mean all; hut complete^ 
whole, that is, not deficient in its parts. It is a mere difference in the 
idiom of the languages that requires it to he translated as an adverb. 
Supply wcrre elvai before it, and you may translate by the adjective. 
This only is the sense — “ Sanctify you (so as to be) perfect^ compleieP 
Yours, truly, W. G-. Williams. 

We take liberty to publish this much of our friend’s 
private communication, and so to speak of him in token 
of merited respect, for his pains, in answering, most kindly 
and carefully, our numerous questions pertaining to the 
languages, while under his careful instruction, as to his 
close, verbal manner of translating the dead languages, 
at first to the annoyance of the student, hut afterward 
bringing forth the peaceable fimits of gladness, satisfac- 
tion, and unfeigned thanks. Now, from this translation, 
here given to strengthen our argument, and to acknowl- 
edge our friend, we venture there is no successful appeal. 
The text, then, assumes another aspect. Observe, the 
Professor paraphrases the meaning of the adjective, “Not 
deficient in its parts.” In this he, no doubt, agrees with 
the paraphrase of Dr. Robinson, who has it, “ Wholly^ in 
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every part.” These paraphrases evidently give the true 
sense of the apostle, hut this perfection in every part is to 
be applied as to the outward parts of Christian duty which 
are the fruits of regeneration. Two facts will prove this : 
(1.) The context immediately connected with our text is 
to this very effect. (2.) The adjective in question means 
perfect as opposed to “deficiency in its parts,” and not 
as opposed, necessarily, to uncleanness, that is, sin yet in 
the believer. The former idea agrees with the context ; 
the latter is contradicted by the context. The word is 
compounded of (liolos^ the whole^ and {telos^ 

“ the fulfillment^ completion^ accomplishment of any thing.” 
It is the end of any thing^ that is, deed — the end of life, 
of time, the final issue^ and such like ; but not, so far as 
we know, does it mean the end of removing sin from the 
human soul. To say that it is to be applied to the 
inward man, is lightly to esteem regeneration, is to depart 
from the mus loquendi of the verb, is to disregard paral- 
lel passages, and to neglect the context. Observe, further, 
that the verbal translation of Professor Williams makes 
the verb dyidcrai^ Qiagiasai^ sanctify^ to stand alone, that 
is, without any adverbial qualification. It takes the as- 
sumed adverb from the verb, and turns it to its proper 
use as the qualifier of the pronoun “you.” Therefore, 
the verb “ sanctify,” standing unqualified, must not be 
used in the sense of destroying all sin from the soul, even 
granting to entire sanetificationists the application of the 
word inwardly. For speaking of the word “sanctified,” 
Mr. Wesley says, “By this term alone he (St. Paul) 
rarely, if ever, means ^ saved from all sin that, conse- 
quently, it is not proper to use it in that sense, without 
adding the word whdly, entirely, or the like.”* Now, 
the word entirely,” in connection with the verb “ to 
sanctify,” is no where to be found in the words of inspi- 
ration, nor any thing of the kind, so as grammatically to 

* Plain Account of Christian Perfection, p. 51, 
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intensify the meaning. As for the word “ wholly/' on a 
fair, impartial, syntactical, and lexicographical use of 
6XoT£Xe'i^, holoteleis^ it departs from the verb, and so the 
good author of the “Plain Account’’ comes in and tells 
the advocates of his own doctrine, that “ IT IS NOT PROPER 
TO USE IT IN THAT SENSE,” namely, “saved from all 
SIN.” But on page 54 of the “Plain Account” he quotes 
our text in proof of entire sanctification. Therefore, it is 
improperly employed, or else the verbal translation is 
incorrect. But if this is inaccurate, we impeach the very 
science in and through which Divine revelation has been 
given, and by which it must be interpreted. Consequently, 
of the two difiSculties in question, we would, thus, choose 
that which is productive of the most fatal results. If we 
maintain the translation, let the reader calculate the issue, 
as to the doctrine. Let us here understand our verb to 
keep its regular Hebrew signification — make you holt, 
or Banctify you, in the sense of setting you apart^ and 
consecrating you to the Divine commands, so as to keep 
them all in order to be pei'fecL This perfection is the 
fruit of a former regeneration, which still is to continue 
yielding fruit a hundred-fold. It just agrees with our 
argument from the beginning. It is a perfection or sanc- 
tification as to the way. “If ye love me, keep my com- 
mandments.” 

(5.) A fifth objection to the usual interpretation of the 
text is, that ivhile the doctrine of entire sanctification is 
elahned to he taught in the tvordSf “ Sanctify you wholly 
the second clause^ which nieans the same thing as the first, 
is contrary to such an inward hlessmg. We notice, 

{a) That the two clauses of our text mean the same thing 
theologically. We understand the first part of the sen- 
tence, dytaffai u/xai; dXoTsXstg, MAKE you HOLY, SO US to he 
perfect, to he to some extent a generic expression, that 
is, such as is not sufficiently explanatory in itself, but 
requiring the expansion of the idea in other words, so as 
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to declare the sense fully and clearly. All this we un- 
derstand the apostle to have done in the second clause 
of the verse, in these words : Kdi 6l6xhjpov 6p.ajv rd -uzdfia, 

xa\ 7 ) y-al zd (TOJ/iaj dpLifJLZwq iv rrj Tzapooffta rod xopcoo ijfiwv 

"Iijffou Xptffzou zriprjddT}. And may your tohole sjpirit, and 
soul, and body, blamelessly unto the coming of our Lord Jesus 
Christ he kept Dr. Adam Clarke evidently understood 
the two clauses of this verse to be theologically synony- 
mous. He says, ^^The apostle prays that this compound 
being, in all its parts, powers, and faculties, which he 
terms 6X6xXrjpo^>, their whole^ comprehending all parts, every 
thing that constitutes man and manhood, may be SANCTI- 
FIED, and preserved hlameless till the coming of Christ; 
hence we learn, first, that body, soul, and spirit are de- 
based and polluted by sin; second, that each is capable 
of being sanctified, consecrated in all its powers to God, 
and made holy; third, that the whole man is to be 
preserved to the coming of Christ, that the body, soul, 
and spirit may be then glorified within ; fourth, that 
in this state, the whole man may be so sanctified as to 
be preserved blameless, till the coming of Christ.” Mr. 
Benson, also, understood these clauses to be the same in 
the theological sense. He says the apostle’s words are 
intended to teach us “ a prayer that all our powers of 
mind and body, the rational, including the understanding, 
the judgment, the conscience, and will ; the animal, com- 
prehending the affections, passions, and sensations ; and 
corporal, namely, the members and senses of our bodies, 
should be wholly sanctified ; that is, purified from pol- 
lution, dedicated to God, and employed in glorifying him.’’ 
Now, that both these able and learned commentators un- 
derstood these two clauses of the verse to mean the same 
thing, appears in the fact that both used the word sanc- 
tified,” in the second clause, for no other reason, we 
presume, than that they so understood the latter part of 
the text. Yet in the second clause the word dyidfim, 
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Tiagiazo^ is not found in any of its forms, nor does any 
thing of the kind appear in the English version that 
would seem as a translation of this verb. It is further 
remarkable, that our commentators appear, by using the 
word sanctified, when commenting on the second 
clause, to clearly state their views, as if the several com- 
ponent parts of man mentioned therein were the gram- 
matical subject of ^‘sanctified,” whereas they are, accord- 
ing to syntax, the subject of the verb TriprjOeiyjy (teretheie,) 
may he preserved. Is this a proper way of treating a 
passage of Scripture? Will this kind of exegesis give 
the true sense? Is there not something amiss here? 
If spirit^ souly and body, in the second clause, be the sub- 
ject of “sanctified,” as we understand their words, a 
verb not found in this clause of the text at all^ what is 
the syntax of rrfprjdsiTj, may he preserved? That is, as 
the English grammarian would say, what is the “subject, 
or nominative,” of may he preserved? If any one thinks 
that this is a “ play upon words,” let him remember that 
grammar, closely applied to the Scriptures, is one of the 
best keys to theology. How is it possible to have a cor- 
rect theology if we do not read the Scriptures correctly ? 
The use that we would make of this is, simply, to clear the 
two clauses of any blending together of ideas, as to their 
respective verbs. For the invocation of the apostle in 
the first is, that the Thessalonians may be sanctified, and 
in the second it is that they may he preserved blamelessly. 
Although they say concerning the latter, that the several 
parts of the whole man, as mentioned in that clause, are 
to be “sanctified,” being not a little suspicious of the 
dictio7i, in view of their theory of sanctification, we most 
heartily adopt the idea. 

(&) If, then, the theological idea is the same in both 
parts of the text, a thing just proved from the writings 
of entire sanctificationists, the next thing is to seeJz a same- 
ness in the sense of the verbs used in the two clauses respect- 
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ively^ when taken in their proper and respective forces as 
they stand with other words in their own clauses. If 
dyidaai^ (hagiasai^ sanctify, or make holy, be taken in tbe 
sense of consecrate, which is a secondary signification 
often used, that is, consecrate you (so as to be) perfect, 
complete, etc., as opposed to breaking any one of the 
commands included in the moral law of God, we perceive 
that the final object of the sanctification, as indicated by 
the ellipsis which we supply and expressed in the adjec- 
tive CXorsXstq, {lioloteleis^ perfect^ is to so consecrate them as 
thus to keep all the Divine laws, as the fruit of their 
regeneration, just as we have shown perfection to be in 
several passages from the Old Testament, as discussed in 
former arguments. And if persons thus consecrated to 
God are made perfect as to the law, it is obvious that 
their perfection and sanctification, which are the same, 
consist in being kept, or preserved from sinning. Such is 
precisely the sense also of the verb in the second clause, 
with the adverb dp.iii.Tvta>q, (gmemptos^ blamelessly. The 
prayer is that spirit, soul, and body may be preserved 
blamelessly. Now, a blameless preservation can only have 
one meaning as it is here used of Christians, which is such 
a consecration of the Thcssalonians to the Divine law as to 
be blamelessly preserved, in respect to it as their rule of con- 
duct. For it is as inconceivable for blame to be laid to any 
subject of moral government without a supposed law, from 
the violation of which it should arise, as it is inconceiva- 
ble for sin to be imputed to a moral subject without law, 
and, no doubt, the idea of blame is used in the sense of 
sin. There is, therefore, not only a sameness in the 
clauses theologically, but there is also an identity in the 
meaning of the verbs in the two parts of the text, a 
thing which we think any reasonable mind will regard as 
absolutely necessary, when it is granted that the parts 
are one in theological signification. 

(c) If we take the phrase, “ sanctify you wholly,” as 
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a correct exponent of the Divine mind, and give it the 
usual sense which it has received as a proof-passage 
among our brethren of entire sanctification, it is agreed 
that such signification would apply the doctrine of the 
first clause inwardly to the soul — would make it an inter- 
nal work additional to the new hirth. But the second 
clause being the same in theological idea, and the words 
as argued in (6) being identical in sense, how are we to 
make the phrase ''be preserved blamelessly,” agree in 
meaning with this inward work on such an interpretation? 
Are not entire sanctificationists under obligations to extri- 
cate themselves from this difficulty? A faith, or system 
of theology, proceeding from an infinitely-perfect Being, 
can not be imperfect unto manifest contradictions. We 
have either received wrong impressions of the Divine 
Author of revelation, or else we do not understand his 
word. It does not appear clearly tenable to say that the 
sense of "sanctify you wholly,” is to he blessed more 
powerfully than the regenerate are, so as to be kept 
blameless. This, it is true, is the exegesis of some. 
Such is not what the verbal translation would allow. It 
is sanctify you so as to he perfect^ and not so as to be pre- 
served blameless. Bor, granting the objector this view, he 
might hold the first clause to mean an inward work, and 
the second the fruit of that work ; hut instead of this, the 
Thessalonians were to he sanctified so as to he perfect^ 
which perfection consists in a blameless preservation from 
sin, that is, from committing sin, as taught in the second 
clause; so that instead of the latter part of the text ex- 
pressing the outward fruit of the internal grace 'taught in 
the former, both verbs express the one thing, namely, the 
keeping of the Divine law as the fruit of the new birth. 
We hold, therefore, that the common exposition of this 
text is contrary to its own parts. 

(6.) Points of analogy^ as found in other passages 
of Scripture, present a strong presumption against the 
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usual interpretation of our text. Since all Scripture is 
given by inspiration of Grod and is profitable for doctrine/^ 
it behooves us to pay particular attention to some of the 
phrases found in our text. We will compare such with 
similar ones in other passages. If these others do not 
contain the doctrine which some of our brethren suppose 
to be in our text, then, from the close analogy existing 
between the passages, as their own phraseology will show, 
there will arise, at least, a strong presumption against the 
doctrine of an inward work of grace herein taught, (a) 
Our text contains the expression “ God of peace so Rom. 
xvi, 20 : “ And the God of peace shall bruise Satan under 
your feet shortly,’’ This is a promise on condition that the 
Romans, as Christians, act as become such, in the sight 
of the moral law of God; for the verse before says, 
would have you wise unto that which is good, and simple 
concerning evil.” Then comes in the above promise ad- 
ditional, that the God of peace shall bruise Satan. The 
fact that this is of the form of a benediction, or farewell 
words of the apostle, as he approaches the end of his 
Epistle to the Romans, and that the same characterizes 
’ our text, brings the two passages to look very much alike 
in their design ; but this one in Romans has no intimation 
of any thing like sanctification in it, as an inward work. 
It has, however, if this be regarded in the sense of an 
outward dedication, or consecration of one’s self to God, 
in the sense of avoiding sin of every kind, and of doing 
good; for it says, “I 'would have you . . • simple 

concerning evil. And [on this condition] the God of 
peace shall bruise Satan.” If Satan is hruked, that is, 
his power crushed, shall we not suppose them to be about 
as nearly ‘^wholly sanctified” as men can become? Be 
ye, therefore, as those born of God, “ simple concerning 
evil.” Be ye “ wise unto that which is good,” as the evi- 
dence of a justified relation, and Satan is bruised — ^he is 
conquered and thou art sanctified* There is just the same 
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sanctification taught here, and the work is meant to be 
just as thorough as in our text — 1 Thess. v, 23. 

Again. 2 Cor. xiii, 11: “Finally, brethren, farewell. 
Be perfect, be of good comfort, be of one mind, live in 
peace ; and the God of love and peace shall be with you.’^ 
Here is a passage, like the text, requiring the brethren to 
“be perfect,” which I have abundantly shown, and will 
yet show further, means a perfection as to the outward 
life of the man, classed, too, with those expressions of 
its kind — “ be of good comfort,” “ be of one mind,” “ live 
in peace” — ^all indicating the outward part of Christian- 
ity — as St, Paul says, “the fruits of the Spirit.” This 
passage resembles our text in several respects. First. It 
is near the close of the Epistle, and partakes of the form 
of a benediction. Second. It is followed by the same 
salutation, “ Greet one another with a holy kiss.” Third. 
“ The God of love and peace shall be with you,” which is 
implied in our text in the phrase “ God of peace.” Fourth. 
The expression, “Be perfect,” in this passage, and the 
words, “ Your whole spirit, and soul, and body be pre- 
served blameless,” in our text, by no human device can 
be made to mean any thing else but the same thing in a 
practical, theological sense. Fifth. Does not this passage 
teach entire sanctification, as an inward work, as clearly 
and as strongly as our text does? But this one only 
teaches the fruit of inward purity, and does not use the 
word sanctify at all. They are already inwardly pure, 
and so considered by the apostle; the thing now to be 
done is to acquire fully, and to perfection, all the good 
Christian graces required of all God’s people as the evi- 
dence of this state. Therefore, there is strong suspicion 
that the phrase “ sanctify you wholly,” in our version, is 
generally accepted in too strong a sense. 

Take Phil, iv, 9 : “ Those things which ye have both 
learned, and received, and heard, and seen in me, do ; and 
the God of peace shall be with you.” Here is “ the God 
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of peace” again found, promised to sucli as do as the 
apostle did, which doing is the fruit of their justification. 
As he said — 1 Cor. xi, 1 — ^^Be ye followers [Greek, 
/j.cfx 7 }Ta(, mimetai, imitators^ mimicB\ of me even as I also 
am of Christ.” Paul followed Christ — ^he imitated him. 
He tells the Philippians to do as he had done, and as 
he was doing, adding the promise as a reward, “ And the 
God of peace shall be with you.’' Now, considering that 
St. 'Paul, as a Christian, committed no sin, that he com- 
manded the Church to follow himself in such a course, 
that he prayed the God of peace to sanctify [consecrate] 
you so as to be perfect,” that he enlarged on the same 
idea, saying, ‘‘And I pray God your whole spirit, and 
soul, and body, be preserved blameless,” do we not see as 
much taught to the Philippians to favor an inward work 
of grace as we do to the Thessalonians ? Yet the verb 
dycd^w, Qiagiazo^ to sanctify, is not once recorded in the 
Epistle to the Philippians ! Does not this look suspicious ? 

Again. Heb. xiii, 20, 21: “Now the God of peace 
, . . make you perfect in eyery good work, to do his 

will, working in you that which is well pleasing in his 
sight.” Is not this a prayer for the God of peace to 
make the Church perfect? Does not this show that the 
perfection spoken of is to consist “ in every good work ?” 
Are not these works the fruits of regeneration ? If they 
failed to do all those things, would they not then be sub- 
ject to blame? Was not this prayer, then, the same in 
substance as our text, which says keep or preserve you 
ilameless? Is not this the same kind of perfection that 
we argued from several passages of the Old Testament, 
wherein we found perfection to consist in keeping the 
moral law out of pure love to God ? Where is the essen- 
tial difference between this and the grand proof-passage 
of our brethren in Thessalonians? Is not this what I 
started out to prove in the second part of this work, that 
perfection and sanctification, held to be the same, consist 
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in keeping the moral law as the sum of God’s will to 
man; not merely in the sense of doing no wrong, which 
would not be possible — a negative Christianity can not 
save — ‘^None of us liveth to himself” — but also in the 
positive sense of doing all the conceivable good we pos- 
sibly can? 

(b) The verb (iereo^ to Tceep or preserve^ found 

in our text, affords us another point of analogy, and so 
strengthens our interpretation of the passage — John xiv, 
15 — “ If ye love me keep my commandments,” as the test 
of inward love. This is just the same as that in our text, 
where the apostle prays that the Thessalonians may be 
kept blamelessly; for if any one is blameless, it is he 
who keeps the commandments. But, since Dr. Adam 
Clarke and Mr. Benson regard the first and second clauses 
of our text as theologically the same, and since Mr. Watson 
says, In 1 Thess. v, 23, the apostle first prays for the 
entire sanctification of the Thessalonians, and then for 
their preservation in that hallow'ed state, unto the coming 
of our Lord Jesus Christ/ this passage tends to con- 
firm what we have written concerning it, that the word 
sanctify only means to heep the commands. The same argu- 
ment is found in John xvii, 15, “I pray that thou shouldest 
keep t^ese^ them from the evil.” This he 

said in reference to verse 12, where he said, While I 
was with them in the world, I kept \srTjpovv^ eUrouriy 
was accustomed to keep'] them in thy name.” At this 
time the loving heart of the Master feels for his disciples, 
being about to leave them, and he prays, “ Sanctify [or 
MAKE HOLY, in the sense of keeping them from evil, verse 
15] them through thy truth ; thy word is truth.” Can 
any thing be plainer than that, in his prayer to the Ba- 
ther, he used the word keep and the word sanctify in the 
same sense, that is, to indicate sanctification, consisting 
in keeping or preserving his disciples from evil ? “ Keep ” 

* Institutes, Vol. ii, ch.ap. xxiz. 
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is to be taken in the sense of “ keep them from the evil/*' 
as the prayer has it. “ Sanctify,” make holy, or conse- 
crate^ seems to indicate such a dedication of their lives to 
God, that they Avould be kept from the evil. St. Paul 
■was an inspired apostle of the same Gospel that Christ 
preached. He understood the precise sense of the words 
that the Master himself used. He employed the same 
two words in his prayer for the Thessalonian Church, and 
that, too, when he was about to close his Epistle and 
commit them to God, corresponding to our Lord, being 
about to leave his disciples, when he prayed in a manner 
exactly similar. Therefore, as Christ used them for the 
disciples in his prayer, so the apostle did in the same sig- 
nification, namely, as given above. 3sFo one can reason- 
ably show that our Savior meant an inward work of grace. 
They had this already; they were already the branches, 
chap. XV, 5. His prayer referred to a consecration 
through — ^by means of — the truth, which is said to be 
‘Hhy Word.” Therefore, the presumption is strong, and 
perhaps the conclusion inevitable, that St. Paul intended 
the same sense of the terms. 

Again. 1 John v, 18 : “ Whosoever is born of God sin- 
neth not ; but he that is begotten of God keepeth \pipu 
terei\ himself, and that wicked one toucheth him not.” 
On this passage observe : First. One born of God is inci- 
dentally spoken of as St. John’s heau ideal of what God 
requires of the heart of man while he lives on this earth. 
Second. As a fruit of such a state of heart — for there is 
no purer state — ^he “ sinneth not.” Third. He “ keepeth 
himself.” Fourth, That wicked one toucheth him not.” 
Can there be any more, or any greater degree of sancti- 
fication than, first, to be bobn of God? second, to be 
kept from sin? third, to be even out of reach of the 
devil, while he so keeps himself? Does any man need 
any more than what is here taught, and taught also to 
the Thessalonians, who are said to be the people of God, 
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and afterward prayed for that they might be kept such, 
that is, in that state which John calls ‘‘horn of GodT 
These analogies seem to be very close. If we reject their 
force, may we not, as ministers and expounders of the 
Gospel, absolutely cease at once to attempt to prove Scrip- 
ture by Scripture? Many such parallel passages might 
be adduced, but the merits of our argument do not neces- 
sarily depend on such evidence as these afford; neverthe- 
less, they support, in a degree, and in a very great degree; 
for if the doctrine held in our text by some of our breth- 
ren be true, all things concerning the Epistle considered, 
and the condition of those to whom it was written, then, 
our parallel passages are as certainly false as an axiom 
in mathematics is certainly true, because they set forth 
the way of salvation feifectly^ under the idea of regener- 
ation, and the keeping of the moral law as its fruit, with- 
out any mention whatever of the word sanctify, much 
less of sanctify wholly. As to this great proof-passage, 
then, which says, “Sanctify you wholly,’' as it is in our 
authorized version, there seems to be a slim chance for 
making it a proof of a fundamental doctrine, as it is held 
to be. For to us it does not seem that the word ever 
means to cleanse the soul of man morally, that the con- 
text will allow such a sense, that lexicons will allow such 
a sense as wholly to be given to the adjective, that gram- 
mars will allow an adjective to qualify an action, when 
it has syntax to agree with and qualify a noun, that the 
verbal translation will support it, or that the points of 
analogy will any w^here sanction it. 

(7.) Besides what has been said by way of objection 
to opinions heretofore held of our text, we may briefly 
add that the rare occurrence of the word aytaXu)^ hagiazo^ 
in the New Testament, especially when in the most of 
these cases Dr. Adam Clarke and others give it a cere- 
monial sense, is a weighty argument against our brethi’en 
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who give the word the signification of a moral and inter- 
nal act. 

(«) The word, virtually^ does not occur once in the 
four GospeJs, that is, in such a sense as would be suitable 
to those who hold to the usual view of our text ] for it is 
found only three times in St. Matthew’s Gospel. In one 
of these it is in the Lord’s prayer, and translated “ hal- 
lowed.” The other two instances are in chap, xxiii, where 
and a gift are said to be sanctified. No one 
would think of making any of these places a proof in 
favor of the so-called entire sanctification. To quote 
them is enough. St. Mark does not use hagiazo^ 

once. It occurs but once in St. Luke, and that is in the 
Lord’s prayer, just as in St. Matthew. Here is the Gos- 
pel, as preached and taught by Christ, given in historical 
form by three candid and disinterested witnesses and his- 
torians, in whose mouths every word shall be established. 
These all declare the ministry of our Lord, and in sub- 
stance they exactly agree; yet they are all perfectly 
silent as to the use of this word in any passage in which 
the most sanguine entire sanctificationist could think of 
claiming it in his favor. It is found four times in St, 
John’s Gospel, all of which have been examined, accord- 
ing to our view, in this argument. Depending on those 
explanations, we hold that never once did our Lord use 
the word to suit our brethren in all his public ministry. 
This just agrees with what we have advanced in Argu- 
ment IX, where we discussed this point from the character 
of our Lord’s preaching, under the idea that he always 
preached, as an inward grace, regeneration, since he, in 
apparently an incidental manner, employs the terms of 
the Abrahamic covenant, which affords no further doctrine 
of an inward character than simply the new birth. Now, 
a difficulty is about to present itself, just here, which en- 
tire sanctificationists never can surmount while the world 
stands. We present it thus ; The four Gospels — or each 
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one of them taken separately — either teach a full and 
complete Scriptural purity and sanctification to be had, 
on the part of Grod^s people, or they do not. The latter 
alternative, of course, we at once repudiate as basely un- 
sound, and accept the former. But in the Gospels we 
have just found that the word to sanctify is wanting in 
the sense that would justify the impending doctrine. The 
only alternative, therefore, that we have left, is to say 
that the true Scriptui'al purity of heart and life which the 
Gospels demand is stated therein in some other phraseol- 
ogy than by the verb uytdZw^ (liagiazo^ to sanctify^ or by 
any noun of the same stem, since its derivatives are also 
w’anting, namely, dyiaGrjJuq^ (Jiagiasmos,) holiness^ ayuofrir^T], 
(liagiosune^) holhiessy and dyioTr^^^ Qtagiotes^ holiness. These 
may be all said to be kindred nouns. They do not once, 
any one of them, occur in the Gospels. They are used 
in the Epistles only. This shows that the full declaration 
of the Gospel of Christ, as taught in the Gospels, is not 
taught by the words of this family. Therefore we hold 
that it is taught and all fully declared in the doctrine of 
regeneration, as the invrard work, and in the keeping of 
the commandments, to the utmost of the believer’s capac- 
ity as the test thereof, as the outward work. We mean 
by this, let the entire sanctificationist, touching this point, 
lay aside his old terms and phrases^ and let him show the 
equivalent of his doctrine in the words of the Gospels, 
confining himself to Scripture phraseology, and then let 
him see what he will have. His doctrine will evaporate 
like fog before the sun, and for the life of him he can 
find nothing more taught in the Gospels respecting the 
point in question than simply the new birth and its fruits. 
There can be no objection to considering the subject thus 
in the Gospels, apart from the Epistles, since such objec- 
tion would be equally against ourself. All this will w^ell 
sustain us in the use of those parallel passages wherein 
we show that all the sanctification taught in 1 Thess. v, 
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23, whatever sense he may give the passage, is taught in 
different hut equivalent terms in all such corresponding 
texts as we have adduced, having such exact points of 
analogy in common with the great proof-passage in ques- 
tion. Our brethren, therefore, who preach complete sanc- 
tity, in their sense of the phrase, do more than Christ 
did, although he said, “The servant is not greater than 
his lord.” 

(b) In several of the Epistles the word hagiazo, 

does not occur, and in most of those where it does, even 
entire sanctificationists and others have been free to rea- 
son it away from themselves. In Romans it occurs but 
once, and those who take it there to signify an inward 
work of grace must represent the Gentiles as so sanctified 
before they hear the Gospel, so that their doctrine will 
prove too much. This being the case, St. Paul preached 
justification by faith to the Romans, and the inward work 
of the Holy Spirit as connected therewith. These he 
powerfully argued, defended, and illustrated, and they 
were dXL the Gospel he preached to them. The word 
does not occur once in 2 Corinthians. Did the apostle 
think that the Church, on receiving his first Epistle 
about one year before, containing the word four times, 
had now become “wholly sanctified,” and did not need 
any more on the subject? In the Epistle to the 
Galatians, remarkable for clearness and force of a^rgu- 
ment concerning justification by faith, the inspired author 
strangely and entirely omits the use of the word. He 
told them all about justification by faith ; he warned them 
against Jewish apostates, but strangely forgot to say, 
“How, brethren, ye are justified by faith, but that will 
not do. Ye must seek a greater work than regeneration. 
‘The God of peace sanctify you wholly.^ ” In Ephesians 
the word is used but once, and then our commentators 
give us reason to suppose that the apostle had reference 
to water baptism. In the Epistles to the Philippians, the 
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Colossians, 2 Thessalonians, Titus, Philemon, James, 2 
Peter, and the three General Epistles of St. John, the 
Tford does not once occur. Yet no man would say that 
these had not received the Gospel IN full. Therefore, it 
is self-evident to our mind that there can he no essential 
meaning in the word, even if men add to it all the ad- 
verbs imaginable. This confirms to us, also, what we 
have before argued, that regeneration contains all the 
Gospel as an inward work. 

(8.) This brings us to another idea, which we offer 
against the views of some on this question, That entire 
sandificatio 7 i is never argued in full, explained, or illus- 
trated as regeneration is. Those who credit the doctrine 
hold it to be a greater work than the new birth. They 
think it absolutely essential, even though God should do 
it in death. It, nevertheless, must take place; and yet, 
while regeneration, the less blessing, is argued powerfully, 
clearly, and embellished with practical illustrations, never 
was this doctrine so taught in one single instance ! 

(&.) If the word in this proof-passage be taken in the 
sense in which some regard it, the authors who have 
maintained the same view, we think, will clash with them- 
selves. For, on Eom.' xv, 16, they seem to teach that 
Bt. Paul — ^if we give them the consequences of their 
theological position — was preaching the Gospel to the 
Gentiles after God had sanctified them in heart, while on 
our text they would take the ground that the prayer, 
“sanctify you wholly,” should be answered in behalf of 
persons already gospelized and regenerated. With due 
respect to these good men, we frankly confess that they 
seem here to present a difficulty to the human mind. 

(10.) Finally, after this long investigation of the word, 
we think that it has maintained its Hebrew use in every 
instance. The word holy may and should, we presume, 
enter into the meaning of it in order to give the primary 
sense in every place where it is used. We can not see 
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an occurrence in wHch such a translation of it would 
interfere with what we call the secondary meanings. The 
word proves itself, on the closest exegesis which we are 
capable of giving it, to always have the one Sebrexv and 
ceremonial signification. If these objections do not en- 
tirely render void this passage as the great proof-text of 
entire sanctificationists, then, of course, they can in regu- 
lar order be refuted. 


ARGUMENT XVIII. 

"AycacTfid^ — HAGIASMOS- 

We now take up the hagiasmos^ argument. 

We have already treated of the two words akin to this 
one; namely, the adjective aytoq, (hagios^ holy^ and the 
derivative (hagiazo^ to make holy. The word now 

to be considered is the noun aytaffpLo^, (hagiasmos^ holiness^ 
or sanctification. This noun is derived from the verb dis- 
cussed in om' last argument. “ Nouns formed from verbs 
. . . denote the action of the verb. These are formed 

by adding to the root of the verb . . . /loc, {mos^ 

... as ddup-o/jLacj (odur-omai^) to lament^ ddop-116:;^ (pdur~ 
moSy) lamentation.”'^ Now, as the noun “lamentation” 
is derived from the verb “to lament,” so the noun “holi- 
ness” is derived from the verb “to make holy.” But 
observe the quotation says, “Nouns derived from verbs 
. . . denote the action of the verb.” In the same 

section of the Grammar he says they “ often express not 
so much the action itself, as the ^eet or ohjeotr The 
noun in hand, perhaps, may express either the action or 
the of the verb. But we have not yet found a place 
in Scripture where we have any clear assurance that the 
verb means to cleanse morcdly; hence, the noun, if it 
* Crosby’s Greek Grammar, § 305. 
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denotes the action of the verb/’ or the “ effecty^ can not 
mean a sanctification in the moral sense; that is, in the 
sense of purifying the soul, if taken on etymological 
principles, to which we presume no one will object, except 
him who has a theory to maintain, who may raise the cry 
of uncertainty! Such is sometimes done when etymology 
is introduced into theology. 

To this we reply : 1. If language is a science, treat it 
as such in theology, as far as reasonable, as well as in 
grammar. 2. If a consistent theology can be maintained, 
having etymology in its favor, is not such a theology 
much more reasonable and strong than some other theory, 
perhaps less free from objections, which has the etymology 
of words agaimt it? 3. If etymology constitutes one of the 
main divisions of the grammar of a language, is it not as 
important to observe it, as it is to observe syntax, since 
the former confines the mind to the exact meaning, in 
perhaps nineteen cases out of twenty, as much as the 
latter does to exact construction? 

Waiving all objections, this word is found ten times in 
the original of the JTew Testament; namely, Rom. vi, 19, 
22; 1 Cor. i, 30; 1 Thess. iv, 3, 4, 7; 2 Thess. ii, 13 ; 
1 Tim. ii, 15; Heb. xii, 14; 1 Peter i, 2. In five of 
these places it is rendered, in our authorized version of the 
Bible, by the word “holiness,” and five by the word 
“sanctification.” These ten passages we will proceed to 
examine, as briefly as the argument will admit, to see if 
the original word dytaffpLo^j hagiasmos, in any instance, 
means an inward work of grace. Before we notice each 
passage separately, however, let us notice the following 
three preliminary considerations: 1. The meaning of the 
word, from an etymological stand-point, is already settled 
in our favor, unless it can be shown that the verbal root, 
which we examined in the last argument, really means 
an internal act of purifying, 2. The word, says Dr. 
Robinson, is “not found in Greek writers,” which is, to 
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US at least, a very strong presumption that it follows the 
Hebrew sense; as the abstract expression of the idea 
contained in the verbal root, just as its root followed the 
Hebrew idea as presented in the last argument. 3. Grant- 
ing the verbal root of this noun, which was discussed in 
the last argument, not to mean an internal act of purify- 
ing the soul, analogy, as well as etymology, is against 
us saying that the noun in question means an inward 
work. For confining the word BaTSTt^w^ (baptizo,) to bap- 
tize, to the ceremonial act performed by water, we would 
not presume to say that its derived noun (bap- 

tismos,) baptism, means an internal action or efiect. Yet 
we have just as good reason to so consider it, as we have 
to regard holiness, as expressed by dytaajibq, hagiasmos, an 
internal action or effect. It is precisely an analogous 
case on the hypothesis. The etymology and form of the 
two words are exactly similar, being built on the same 
principle of derivation. Or we might as well say that a 
salutation, such as the Pharisees loved to receive in the 
markets, was an internal act of the Holy Spirit ; for, being 
&<7T:a(Tfw<;, aspasmos, in the Greek, and derived from 
aspazomai, to salute, which does not mean an inward act, 
neither can the noun salutation, which is apparent to all. 

1. Rom. vi, 19 : For as ye have yielded your members 
servants to uncleanness and to iniquity unto iniquity; 
even so now yield your members servants to righteousness 
unto holiness.” There seems to be several fatal objec- 
tions against us taking the word holiness,” in this quo- 
tation, in the sense of an inward grace. 

(1.) The scope of the whole chapter is not to urge the 
Romans to seek such a blessing, additional to regenera- 
tion, but to urge them not to remain in sin ; which just 
agrees with the use of the word as we hold it. In verse 
1 he says, Shall we continue in sin that grace may 
abound?” where he, undoubtedly, anticipates an objec- 
tion to the keeping of the moral law, arising from his 
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saying in the former chapter, that “where sin abounded 
grace did much more abound.” He says as a part of the 
answer to such an objection, “ How* shall we that are dead 
to sin live any longer therein?” That is, we must keep 
the moral law, having become dead to sin in the moment 
of justification and regeneration, as the fruit of this in- 
ward work. In other words, to express the same idea, 
we must practice (hagiasTnou^ holiness^ in all our 

outward conduct, so as to fulfill the commandments of the 
moral code. 

(2.) Another translation may bring out the idea of just- 
ification^ and of the final purpose^ expressed in the text 
more prominently, and yet, perhaps, be quite admissible : 

ovTU) vuv Tzapaarrjffare ra vfiwv dooXa Tff dixatoffbwrj 

dytaiTfjLov^ SO now present ye your members subservient to 
JUSTIFICATION IN ORDER TO — or, FOR THE PURPOSE OF — 
holiness. As to this translation, the original, it is seen, 
will justify us in using the word justification. As to the 
translation of the preposition e£^, eis, Dr. Eobinson, under 
No. 3, letter d, of his definition of it, says that it is used, 
“ Of an intent, purpose, aim, end, that is, etc, final. In 
the sense of unto, in order to, or for, that is, for the pur- 
pose of, for the sake of, on account of;” to this he gives 
many proof-passages, and our text is among them. It 
is to be observed that the apostle begins our text, ^Avdp6- 
T.vjov Xiyw, I speaJc zvhat is human, in the manner of men, 
in a familiar, zoeU-lmotmi style, drawn from common life. 
Then he represents the Komans as having been slaves to sin 
before their conversion to Christianity, and as they were 
complete servants to sin at that time, as much so as a 
man would be a slave under a slave-driver, and that, too, 
d.voij.iav, for the purpose of iniquity, for the fur- 
therance of the kingdom of Satan, their master, so now 
he exhorts them, having changed Satan as their master 
for Christ, of whom they were free partakers, to be as 
obedient to him, and as faithful in his service, in which 
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case they were serving justification instead of unclean- 
ness and iniquity — these two terms being personified to 
express their masters in their respective spheres of life 
before conversion, and after it. Now, observe that the 
regenerated Eomans are commanded to serve justifica- 
tion all the rest of their lives, and not entire sanctifica- 
tion — no mention of such a thing at all. This personifica- 
tion is to be their master hereafter. Why was not entire 
sanctification made the personification? The word 
fiov, (hagiasmon^) holiness^ absolutely can not mean such a 
work, for the Romans being commanded to always serve 
justification^ such a service would be incompatible with the 
higher degree which men suppose to be attainable. (J) The 
external part of religion, strict conformity to the moral 
law, as the proof of regeneration, is the final object of 
the service which the Romans are now to render* to God. 
The final object is expressed in the one word ^^holinessJ^ 
This is the sense that (m,) finals would give the word, 
and it would be in accordance with the whole passage; 
for that they are now justified all admit. It is mutually 
agreed that they are also regenerated. And that they 
are now to serve this state of grace hereafter is actually 
what the text says. 

Now, since we have advanced some reasonable thoughts, 
in the former arguments, to prove the sinlessness of regen- 
eration as a state of grace, it is required of our brethren 
that these arguments be set aside fairly, before there is 
any need for us presuming to pass from justification to the 
so-called second degree of grace. And if our arguments 
are correct, as to the sinlessness of the soul when regen- 
erated, and when the preposition here is siV, finals how, 
in the sense of the question, is a man to serve this sinless 
state of grace, in order to^ or for the ^purpose of entire 
sanctification^ if the word we translate holiness means this ? 
The Eomans are already dead to sin, as the apostle states 
the case, and entire sanctification can mean no more. 
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Why noTfj at this time, are they commanded to serve just- 
ification m order to a thing already in their possession? 
Will a man labor for that which he already hath in order 
ta obtain it ?' The holiness, then, in this case, can mean 
nothing else than what we haTe stated it to be. 

(3.) Other passages in this same chapter express the 
very idea that is set forth in our text, in such a manner 
as to favor onr argument, and yet there is no mention of 
the word. (Jici^ictsmos^ — the idea being 

the same in such terms as are uneq^nivocal. Thus the 
eighteenth verse says, “ Being then made free from sin, 
ye became the servants of righteousness.” Or, following 
the idiom of the Greek more closely, we may translate, 
perhaps, thus : But having leen made free from sin, ye were 
Made servants to jxjstifigatioit. (a) Observe that this 
verse stands just before our text, which St, Paul explains 
therein by means of his personification. Therefore, it 
contains the very same doctrine of our text expressed in 
other words ; these words are so plain that we can not 
misunderstand them. The verse in hand contains two 
points. One is regeneration, as the concomitant of just- 
ification, expressed in these words : "EhuespmdivT^^ ds and 
ip-apriaq: But having been made free from sin. 'No 
state of grace on earth can be conceived of as expressing 
any more than w'hat this clause does, as an inward work 
of the soul. The man is FEES from sin. This act of 
freeing the soul from sin having been done, or completed, 
as the aorist, or past tense, indicates, observe (5) the 
words, idouXedOr^zs dtxaiocuvr], ye were made servants to 
JUSTiFicAriojjT, express fruit of the regeneration men- 
tioned in (a), which fruit is, and implies, that all the rest 
of the man^s life, from the hour of justification till death, 
he must serve justification, that is, he must keep the 
moral law to the utmost of his ability, and this obedience 
to the justified relation, as growing out of it, is entire 
sanctification, and it is Christian perfection, both of which, 
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taken as the fruit and proof of the new birth are outward 
parts of the Chi'istian religion. In this sense we think 
they are always used in ScripturCj and not as an inward 
work. 

2. Eom. vi, 22: “But now being made free fi*om sin, 
and become servants to God, ye have your fruit unto ho- 
liness.’’ We notice here, (a) The word Qzariyon^ 

fruit j most likely means, as Mr. Greenfield says, ‘‘Course 
of lifsy conduct^ actionSy^ although Dr. Robinson defines 
it, “Profity advantagCy good result P In verse 21, all agree 
that this last is the meaning, that is, in a secondary sense, 
but in our text we think Mr. Greenfield has given the 
better signification. He is, also, certainly much better 
supported by use than Dr. Robinson; such as our Lord’s 
words — Matt, vii, 16 — “Ye shaU know them by their 
^jcapr.mv'] fruits.” This word is found sixty-six times in the 
Greek Testament, and almost invariably it means the lit- 
eral production of the tree or of plants, or else it is to be 
taken in the tropical sense as indicating the fruitSy that is, 
the deedSy the conduct of the human heart as good or bad. 
See Gal. v, 22 ; Eph. v, 9 ; Heb. xii, 11 ; Phil, i, 11 ; 
James iii, 17, 18 ; John xv, 8; Luke iii, 8, 9 ; John xv, 4, 
etc. (5) Here, also, we have shy (eisy) final. The sense 
of the passage is like that of verse 19, and may be stated 
as if it read thus : But having been made free from siny 
and having been made servants to Oody ye have your con- 
duct IN ORDER TO HOLINESS ; ye have your course of life, 
as the fruit of your regeneration, for the purpose ofy or 
tending tOy or aiming at holiness; that is, the keeping of 
the whole revealed will of God as the test of justification. 
Hence, St. Paul expresses our idea exactly when he says, 
“I pray . . . that ye may be sincere and without 

offense till the day of Christ ; \JlsTzhiptj} pivot xapTzmv btxaioa- 
Saving been filled wUh the fruits of justifioa- 
tion].” Phil, i; 9-11. This we take to be the sense of the 
passage before us as a text. We no more regard it as 
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teaching an inward work of the Holy Spirit, except in 
that sense in which good fruits always teach and imply 
such a work, than we regard keeping the Sabbath day, or 
feeding the hungry and clothing the naked as internal. 

3. 1 Cor. i, 30: ‘''But of him are ye in Christ Jesus, 
who of God is made unto us wisdom, and righteousness, 
and sanctification, and redemption.” It may here be 
proper to see what the words of this text mean which bear 
the same relation to the meaning of the apostle that the 
•word mnetijlcation^^ does. 

(1.) The word seems to be used by a meto- 

nymy of expression to set forth Christ as the author of 
that wisdom which, he elsewhere says, "none of the 
princes of this world knew;” or, as Dr. Adam Clarke 
says, "as being the author of that evangelical wisdom 
which far excels the wisdom of the philosopher and the 
scribe ; and oven that legal constitution which is called the 
wisdom of the Jews — Deut. iv, 6.” 

(2.) The word " rigUeousness ” seems to be used by the 
same rhetorical figure, as Mr. Greenfield says, "For 6 
the bestotuer of forgiveness^ or justificationJ^ He 
is our justification, because through him we obtain it, as 
the non-imputation of sin, by faith. Regarding him as the 
procuring cause of this blessing, we may again adopt Dr. 
Adam Clarke, who says, Justification^ as procuring for us 
that remission of sins, which the law could not give. Gal. 
ii, 21; iii, 21.” 

(3.) In like manner is the word sanctification to be un- 
derstood. Christ is our sanctification in the very same 
sense that he is our justification, that is, by a metonymy 
of meaning, as being its Author unto us, in whatsoever 
light we may view it, as to the meaning of the word itself. 
On this point there may be other views than those of Dr. 
Clarke; for he also aflSxes a signification to the word 
" sanctification,” as if it were an inward work. He says, 
" Wrought in us hy the Holy Spirit.” While we are hon- 
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est enough to quote our great author, and to hold him in 
as high estimation as any of our readers, even -where he is 
against us, it may not be improper to say, that in other 
places he says things against his own views of entire sanc- 
tification, as a theory or system in the abstract, that are 
enough, when fairly examined, to neutralize the whole as a 
general theory. For example, see his admission in his 
comment on Rom. vi, 7, which has been quoted before. 
His note on our text stands thus : As procuring for, and 
working in us, not only an external and relative holmess^ 
as was that of the Jews ; but . . . true and internal 
holiness, Eph. iv, 24, wrought in us by the Holy Spirit.^’ 
His proof-passage here, by which he would have us to take 
“sanctification^’ in the sense of ^Hnternal holiness, as 
found in Eph. iv, 24, will by no means sustain him in such 
a sense. For, {a) This proof-passage is given in our Cate- 
chism, Question 56, as a proof of regeneration, which we 
would say is correct. (5) The word oa-iuTTjTi, (hosioieti^ 
holiness, in his proof-text in Eph. iv, 24, is not, as you see, 
the same Greek word on which we build our argument. 
It is defined by the best lexicons we have so as to kill his 
internal holiness^ Dr. Robinson defines it, SoUness, 
godliness, piety, careful observance of all duties toward 
God.” Thus you see it is an outivard holiness instead of 
an inward; for observance of duties toward God implies 
the moral law, in which the devout must walk as the test 
of justifying 4ith. Mr. Greenfield defines, “ Piety, sacred 
observance of all duties toward God, holiness.” From 
this we may, perhaps, conclude that the remark about 
“ internal holiness,” concerning our word, may not stand 
too close an examination. And, taking our text upon the 
whole, it contains sufficient proof, we think, to show that 
the word “sanctification” does not mean internal purity, 
but the fruit of that purity. All admit that the soul is 
regenerated the moment it is justified. It has also been 
shown by abundant proof, that when the soul is born of 
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the Spirit^ it is that moment as pure as the Bible any 
where requires it to be, since it is then morally in the 
image” of God. We have also quoted Dr. Adam Clarke 
on Rom. vi, 7, where the strength of the apostle’s words, 
concerning those merely justified and regenerated, forces 
the Doctor to acknowledge that such persons were also 
‘^wholly sanctified unto GodJ' Now, if Christ became our 
“ righteousness,” that is, justification^ and if this and re- 
generation take place at the same moment, and the two 
together make the Romans “ wholly sanctified unto God,” 
where is the use of the apostle adding sanctification,” as 
another word to express the same “ internal holiness 
Would not this be the merest verbiage ? Does the ety- 
mology or the ttsus loquendi of our word aytatyiiof;^ hagiasmos^ 
admit of such a sense? We think not. Should we offer 
our own views of this text by way of translation, observ- 
ing also the punctuation, namely, a comma (,) after 0£o5, 
God, and none between the other words following, we 
would give it thus: OC iyevTjdT} a-otpia drzo 6£od, d'xaLocruvT) 
Ts xa\ dyta^Tfioi; xai dr.okurpmfftqy wJlO became tO US wisdom 
from God^ (namely) both justificatioji (including regener- 
ation) and holiness, (a consecration to God consisting in 
keeping all his commandments, as the outward duty of 
man, and as the fruit of the inward grace just mentioned,) 
and redemption, (that is, eternal redemption, Heb. ix, 12, 
Having obtained eternal redemption for us.”) We can 
not well see how any objection can exist against this view, 
for in it we maintain consistency in the reasonable and 
practical order of words. You observe that we make the 
word “ wisdom ” generic, that is, including in it the other 
points of evangelical wisdom and doctrine. So the apos- 
tle speaks of experimental religion, including all the doc- 
trine and minor points in the one word, “ wisdomj^ in the 
next chapter, which may be fairly regarded as a context 
to this text. ^^We speak the wisdom of God in a mys- 
tery that is, the wisdom of God formerly in a mystery, 
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consisting in tHe deep things of experimental religion, 
known only to true believers. It is obvious, therefore, 
that by the one word wisdom,” in this text, St. Paul 
meant all the Gospel. So the word is elsewhere used: 
“But the WISDOM that is from above is first pure,” etc. 
James iii, 17. Likewise all the Gospel is contained in 
justification and regeneration, with their fruit, holmess^ or 
sanctification of life, as to the Divine law, and eternal 
redemption or deliverance from all the power of sin in 
the eternal heaven of God’s people. See how near this 
passage comes to the text already considered in Rom. vi, 
22. Having been made free from sin^ (by justification 
and regeneration,) and having become servants to God, (by 
walking in the Divine law as the sign of the inward work,) 
ye have your fruit (conduct) unto (in order to) holiness, 
and the end everlasting life. Three points in both these 
texts agree exactly; namely, the inward work, its fruit, 
and eternal reward in heaven. It seems, therefore, very 
reasonable that the word “sanctification,” in our text, 
should be taken in the sense of outward obedience to the 
moral requirements of Christianity, and not in the sense 
of inward purity. The word, no doubt, means purity ; but 
then the whole family to which it belongs gives the idea, 
respectively, oi external purity, ceremonial acceptahility with 
God, legal perfection; while the inward idea is contrary to 
the general use of the word, and remains to be proved. 

4. Heb. xii, 14 : “ Follow peace with all men, and holi- 
ness, without which no man shall see the Lord.” 

We have no idea that the word “ holiness,” dytaa^hv, 
here, means an inward work. It bears the same relation 
to the sentence that the word “peace” does. The word 
“ follow,” dsdxere, occurs forty-four times in the New Test- 
ament, thirty-one of which it is translated by our English 
verb persecute, under the idea of following with evil intent. 
Hence, in a tropical sense, it means to follow earnestly, or 
pursue what is to be attained unto by the faithful Chris- 
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tian. The apostle commands the Hebrews to pursue peace 
with all men, as a vile person would follow ^ pursue^ or 
persecute another. As he says of the Christians, I pee- 
SECUTED them even unto strange cities,’’ Acts xxvi, 11. 
The meaning of the rest of the clause being fixed by the 
fact that ^‘holiness” is also the direct object of the verb 
“ follow,” shows that the sentence must be completed 
accordingly. The meaning is, Follow peace with all 
(men), and (follow) holiness^ etc. Dr. Adam Clarke un- 
derstands our word to signify an ouUoard work. Respect- 
ing it, he says, “That state of continual sanctification^ 
that life of purity and detachment from the world and all 
its lusts ; without which detachment and sanctity no man 
shall see the Lord'' Such is the opinion of one who 
favors entire sanctification, as such, making the word to 
refer to an ouiioard work. Perhaps no one can give a bet- 
ter exposition of the text in as few words. This agrees, 
also, -with the context, where an inward sense will not ; for 
this fourteenth verse does not complete the meaning of 
the apostle, nor is it complete till we come to the end of 
the sixteenth verse. After our text, he goes on with his 
exhortation, “ Looking diligently lest any fail of the grace 
of God; lest any root of bitterness springing up trouble 
you, and thereby many be defiled ; lest there be any for- 
nicator, or profane person, as Esau, who for one morsel 
of meat sold his birthright.” All this about “bitterness 
springing up ” in society, and about a “ fornicator,” 
refers us to the keeping of the moral law. They were 
converted Jews chiefly to whom this Epistle to the He- 
brews was sent, and this keeping of the law must be “ ho- 
liness,” as the fruit of their saved state. The Greek 
scholar, too, is well aware that the verb 
(epis’kopoimtes^ “looking diligently,” is in the participial 
mode, and is the enlarging of the idea expressed in the 
phrase follow holiness^ that the former is a species of 
piety of which the latter is the genus. Therefore, the 
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holiness ’’ is opposed to the external things 'which are 
to be avoided by ^Mooking diligently/’ lest they come 
upon us. 

Professor Moses Stuart is just to the point on this text. 
He says, “ holiness, that is, a pious, upright life, 

or a life of consecration to God.” This passage is quoted 
in Eev. Richard 'S\^atson’s Theological Dictionary, Article 
Sanctification, as a proof-text of complete sanctity as 
an inward 'work, and, as we understand him, in proof of 
a work additional to regeneration. The last part of that 
definition, with our text annexed as proof, stands thus in 
his Dictionary. “ Sanctification in this 'world must be com- 
plete ; the whole nature must be sanctified, all sin must 
be utterly abolishbb, or the soul can never be admitted 
into the glorious presence of God, Heb. xii, 14.” The 
words which we put in capitals will give the internal idea 
to his application of it. Dr. Peck, also, on page thirty- 
seven of his work on Perfection, abridged edition, quotes 
these words of Mr. Watson, and sanctions them in his 
inward sense of the term. Now, such writers have neither 
Dr. Clarke, Professor Stuart, nor Dr. Thomas Coke, on 
their side, nor do we think Mr. Wesley, since he says, 

The not following after holiness is the direct way to 
fall into sin of every kind.” Nor, indeed, do they seem 
to have sound criticism to favor them. Those who read 
Mr. Benson on this word, and its kindred which we have 
already examined, would profit much to read him in con- 
nection with critical authors. Jn view of the fact that 
there is such a manifest disagreement among our authors 
on the sense of this word, and those of the same root, as 
to the sense being either conceived of as external holiness, 
or as internal^ will not the reader be so kind as to regard 
our humble efforts to fully explain this difficult question, 
as of great necessity, and as something in systematic 
divinity loudly called for by every inquiring mind? If 
the reader is partially sanOTine for what these great and 
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good men have written, does lie presume to believe that 
they are all correct on this word? When Dr. Clarke 
makes it external holiness, and Mr. Watson and Dr. Peck 
internal^ are they all correct? Let ns search for the truth 
and it shall make us free. 

5. 1 Tim. ii, 15 : She shall be saved in child-bearing, 
if they continue in faith and charity, holiness, [d/l- 

] with sobriety.” As this word is here classed with 
continuance in faith^ chastity, and sobriety, all which, from 
their classification, most likely we may regard as outward 
acts and duties of Christianity, so we take our word “ho- 
liness” to mean the same. This, however, not being held 
as a proof-text by our brethren who may dijSfer from us, 
no further argument seems to be required. 

6. 2 Thess. ii, 13; “God hath from the beginning 
chosen you to salvation, through sanctification of the 
Spirit, and belief of the truth.” 

In connection with this we will take : 

7. 1 Pet- i, 2 : “ Elect according to the foreknowledge 
of God the Eather, through sanctification of the Spirit, 
unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus 
Christ.” With these we will also present another passage, 
not that aYia<Tfi6<;, Jiagiasmos, is found in it, but because 
it is a parallel text, containing the same doctrines, namely, 
Eph. i, 4, “ According as he hath chosen us in him, before 
the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and 
without blame before him in love.” We think there are 
some strong objections to dytacfim, liagiasmo, in the former 
:wo passages, being interpreted to mean an inward work 
)f the Spirit, which we will try to point out. 

(1.) There are four points of analogy which will prove 
hese three texts to be parallel : Eirst. As to the one in 
Chessalonians, we observe (a) the fact: “Hath chosen.” 
6) The time: “From the beginning.” (c) The means: 

dytaffiiw, “ Through sanctification of the Spirit.” (d) The 
^nd: ek ^tory^ptau, “Unto salvation,” that is, in order to, 
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FOR THE PURPOSE OF salyation. Second. As to the text 
in Peter, we observe the same points in substance, (a) 
The fact^ that he chose them, implied in the word elect.’’ 
(6) The time^ expressed in the phrase “ according to the 
foreknowledge of God,” which implies the same as the 
phrase “from the beginning,” used in Thessalonians. 
(c) The means : iv dycac/im^ “ Through sanctification of the 
Spirit.” (d) The end in view : ek ^Tzaxoijv xdX 
“ Unto obedience,” etc.; that is, IN order to, for the pur- 
pose OF obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Christ. 
Third. As it respects the text in Ephesians, we notice 
(a) The fact: “He hath chosen.” (6) The time of the 
act: “Before the foundation of the world.” (c) The 
means through w^hich the choice was made : awrw, “ In 
him,” that is, through him, as Mr. Wesley also translates 
it. (d) The final end of the choice : “ That we should be 
holy,” etc., which, in sense, will agree with the final end 
as given by the other two texts. We see from these four 
points of analogy, that these three texts are one and the 
same in doctrine, beyond even the shadow of a doubt. 
Now, our reason naturally assumes, that what is taught 
in any one of the given points of analogy in one of these 
passages, must be so interpreted as to agree with the 
corresponding point in the other two. 

(2.) The choice which God made, or the determination 
to choose, which existed in the Divine mind, “from the 
beginning,” “before the foundation of the world,” does 
not imply personal salvation ; for the Almighty, at the 
time designated, did a certain act, expressed by the phrase 
“ hath chosenP And if this declaration has any thing in 
it whatever that would necessarily imply or mean personal 
salvation, it must be according to received facts in theol- 
ogy ; for when God made the choice, he either chose all 
men or a pari only of mankind, so that if the choice im- 
plies personal salvation on the first alternative, then Uni- 
versalism is true ; if on the second, then Calvinism is true. 
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Moreover, the act of choosing was all on the part of God 
as the Actor in the case. Man had nothing to do with it, 
as a separate act from every other consideration, since it 
was virtually completed in the Divine mind and purpose 
“ before the foundation of the world,” and according to 
foreknowledge.” Mr. Wesley very wisely says, ‘‘Elec- 
tion, in the Scripture sense, is God's doing any thing that 
our merit or power have no part in.”^ But personal 
salvation implies and requires for its accomplishment 
personal acts and duties. Therefore, the act of choosing 
wholly on God’s part was not an act by which he person- 
ally saved^ by any means. Now, since the means by 
which the Almighty made the choice, or elected, was 
“ through sanctification of the Spirit,” and since that act 
was not one by which he personally saved, the means 
whereby it was done can not be construed to signify a 
personal and internal act of the Holy Spirit, 

(3.) The choice — that is, the act of choosing — ^being a 
work of God himself, wholly independent of man as an 
agent, must he interpreted accordingly. The popular 
opinion seems to he that “sanctification of the Spirit” 
means the inward work whereby the soul is cleansed, and 
that the choice which God made was conditional — ^that he 
chose from the foundation of the world those w^hom he 
thus sanctified on the condition of their faith in Christ. 
This we understand to be the true Arminian view. Ex- 
cepting the inivard sanctification, we, of course, have no 
objection, since it removes the unreasonable notion of 
Calvin, which made the choice of a few merely arbitrary. 
But we presume that these three parallel passages, if we 
make the sanctification internal, will not admit this inter- 
pretation in all fairness. Against such a sanctity we now 
bring to bear the words of the texts. 

(a) Our first objection is that it reverses the order of 
Divine grace. If sanctification means an inward work, 
^ Note on 1 Peter i, 2, 
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and if through sanctification of the Spirit indicates the 
manner or means by 'which God made the choice, as we 
really understand the text to say, then we can not see 
why the phrase “and belief of the truth” is added; for, 
according to the order, on this internal sense of the word 
“ sanctification,” we have them sanctified before they be* 
lieve. This looks like a careless way of speaking on the 
part of the apostle, if this view be taken of our impend- 
ing word. 

(h) It is presumed, further, that if they had received 
the miernal sanctification of the Spirit, such would have 
been a salvation. Hence, salvation would then be the 
means by which God chose them; but since the texts 
have (eis,) final, and may be translated unto, in order 
to^ or for the purpose of salvation, the meaning would be 
the same as if it read thus : “ God hath chosen you 
through the salvation of the Spirit unto or in order to 
salvation, thereby making ^salvation,’ according to the 
sense, both the means and the final end of the action of 
the verb ^ hath chosen? ” This, to us, does not look clear, 
strong, or critical. 

{c) The text in Peter says that the final end of God's 
choice was unto^ in order to^ or for the purpose of “ obe- 
dience and sprinkling of the blood of Christ.” But the 
means of the choice is “through sanctification of the 
Spirit;” and since the “obedience” to God must precede, 
both as to time and order, the inward work of God, in 
part, at least, as repentance, prayer, and faith do, it seems 
as if our brethren, who hold to inward sanctification, 
must have the Church sanctified h^ore they obey, while 
their own creed is just the reverse. Again, the phrase 
“sprinkling of the blood of Christ” means the very 
process by which the soul is made pure. It refers to us 
drawing nigh to heaven itself by faith, and through con- 
fidence in the merits of Christ’s blood, who is our paschal 
Lamb, receiving the sprinkling of the blood, “which 
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cleanseth us from all sin’^ — ^the antitype of the blood of 
the lamb, which typically cleansed ancient Israel. Since 
this sprinkling is another final object of God’s choice, and 
since what is supposed to be the inward sanctification 
must mean the same thing, how is it that such inward 
sanctification is made the means in order to or for the 
purpose of an act Avhich is just the same ? Is this clear ? 
Is it really true that an inward sanctification, as the 
meanSy must take place in order to the sprinkling as the 
final end? 

(d) The final end proposed, in the text to the Ephe- 
sians, is, that we should be (hagious,) holy, etc. ; 

that is, have a pure ceremonial Church relation, keeping 
the moral law as the fruit of inward grace. In this 
respect the text in Ephesians just agrees with the word 
“ obedience,’’ found in the passage in Peter, thereby mak- 
ing our theory consistent with our interpretation of dyLo<;y 
(hagios^) holy^ as already given. How accurate is Divine 
inspiration, when its terms are exactly understood ! 

(4.) We hold as a different view of the phrase ‘‘'sanc- 
tification of the Spirit,” on account of the difficulties 
appearing to attend it, that it signifies something like the 
sanction of the Spirit. It means the abstract of the He- 
brew Pi’ hel of the verb kadhash^ where it sig- 
nifies to hold sacred^ to regard and treat as lioly^ to 
pronounce holy. The reader may easily apprehend our 
meaning. He may also see that it is a little difficult to 
express precisely our idea, from a want of some conve- 
nient word as the exact abstract signification of the verb. 
The phrase a regarding as holy may also convey our 
thought. We will now'' present a few arguments to sus- 
tain this view of the two passages before us, where 
dyta(7/i6<;, “ sanctifieation^^^ is found. 

(d) It is according to etymology. We have already 
shown that the noun in question, etymologically, must 
express the abstract idea of the verb from which it is 
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derived. This verbal root we have argued to be the same 
as the Hebrew throughout. We have shown that to regard 
and treat as holy^ or to pronounce holy^ is its sense in 
Rom. XV, 16. The Greek scholar is aware that nouns 
which express the abstract meaning of their respective 
roots generally express all the several abstract shades of 
signification contained in their roots. Almost any similar 
verb and noun will illustrate this. Thus the verb y.aOa- 
piZo)^ Icaiharizo^ means, severally, we may say : First. To 
cleanse^ in the sense of removing filth: “Tb make clean 
the outside of the cup,” etc. Matt, xxiii, 25. Corre- 
sponding to this meaning we have the abstract noun 
TLaOapiGixo^y {katharismos^ a cleansing : After the manner 
of the PURIFYING of the Jews.” John ii, 6. Second. 
The verb means to cleanse morally: “The blood of Jesus 
Christ, his Son, cleanseth us from all sin.” 1 J ohn i, 7. 
Corresponding is the abstract noun in the moral sense 
also : “ Hath forgotten that he was purged from his old 
sins.” 2 Peter i, 9. Verbally : Saving received forget- 
fulness of the CLEANSING from his old sins. Third. The 
verb means to cleanse ceremonially: “What God hath 
CLEANSED, that call not thou common.” Acts x, 15, To 
this, likewise, the noun agrees abstractedly: “When he 
had by himself purged our sins.” Heb. i, 3. Verbally: 
A CLEANSING having made of the sins of us. The wurd 
^a7VTt(Tii6q, (bapiismos,) baptism^ washing^ is a good illustra- 
tion, also, of the impending question. It occurs four 
times in the New Testament: once it is rendered by the 
former definition — Heb. vi, 2 — ^and three times by the 
latter. Mark vii, 4, 8 ; Heb. ix, 10. Why has it these 
two meanings ? No doubt because its root gaTzri^o)^ bap- 
tize^ which is found in the New Testament eighty times, 
is Englished seventy-eight times by our word baptize^ and 
twice by the word wash. Mark vii, 4, and Luke xi, 38. 
These exactly parallel cases show that we may fairly and 
reasonably expect to find the noun, on which we build our 
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argument, in the very sense that will express the abstract 
of the root, especially when we find that sense of the root 
in the Hebrew and also in the New Testament, the ab- 
stract of which we have above stated as being in the 
noun. While the signification which we thus give the 
derivative is authorized by etymology and analogy, as we 
have shown, the sense of an inward sanctification is un- 
sanctioned by the former, and hence against the latter. 

(6) Our interpretation will give a good theological 
sense to the whole three passages that we compare to- 
gether, in such a manner as to make the order of the 
Gospel system appear correct. 

(c) There will be a sensible agreement in the three 
texts before us, as to the four points of analogy men- 
tioned in them. We will now apply our view of the 
Tvord in question to the passages, and see how plain and 
regular they will all appear. 2 Thess. ii, 13, will read as 
to sense, thus: ^^God hath from the beginning chosen 
you to salvation, through the Spirit’s sanction of you as 
being ceremonially clean, and belief of the truth.” Or 
thus : God hath jfrom the beginning chosen you to sal- 
vation [iv dyiafffiB Trvswjtiaroc] through the Spirit' s regard- 
ing you as ceremonially fit for the privileges of the Gospel^ 
and belief of the truth.” The sense of 1 Peter i, 2, may 
be stated thus : Elect according to the foreknowledge of 
God the Father [iv dytaff/im'] through the sanction of the 
Spirit [that the Son made an expiation for you} unto 
obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ.” 
We may now further justify this view of the word by the 
fiict that the corresponding passage in Ephesians has 
iv aozuij through hwi — Christ. The passage would read, 
in sense, thus: “According as he hath chosen us THROuaH 
Christ, before the foundation of the world.” Now, in 
what sense are we to take the phrase through Christ? 
Evidently as our Redeemer, in whom we are to believe, 
and thus be conditionally chosm^ and saved. Mr. Wesley 
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is certainly clear and correct, when on the words, as he 
hath chosen^ he says, “ Both J ews and Gentiles, whom he 
foreknew as believing in Christ. 1 Peter i, 2.’^ Here, 
then, is the means by which God chose ns; namely, 
by our faith in the redemption which his Son 'wrought 
out for us. The Holy Ghost sanctioned this redemption; 
he acquiesced in it; he was pleased with it, as much so 
as the Father and the Son. Hence the idea is the same 
if we translate Peter thus: “Elect according to the fore- 
knowledge of God the Father, [that the Christians would 
be the believers in his Son,] through the acquiescence of 
the Spirit, [to the plan of salvation wrought out by the 
Son,] unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus 
Christ.’^ 

(d) There are two other considerations w^hich make our 
position seem very reasonable : First. Certain proof-pas- 
sages to this very effect. Heb. ix, 8 : “ The Holy Ghost this 
signifying, that the way into the holiest of all was not yet 
made manifest, w^hile the first tabernacle was yet stand- 
ing.” This text distinctly teaches that the great work 
of man’s redemption was under the omniscient gaze of the 
Holy Spirit, while the Jewish economy was yet standing; 
that is, the Spirit did not at that time sanction^ regard^ or 
recognize man’s redemption as coynplete. Just the con- 
verse of what he did after the atonement by the Son had 
been made; for, as before said, he then “signified that 
the way into the holiest of all w-as ” really “ made mani- 
fest.” The Spirit took special cognizance of this work. 
Observe, also, verse fourteenth, which says that Christ 
offered himself — dta nvwjxaroq; almviou — THEOUOH THE ETER- 
NAii Spirit. What do these words mean? What part 
in the great work of redemption did the Holy Spirit per- 
form, in such a sense as that the Son offered himself 
THROUGH that Spirit? We think that his part consisted 
in agreement or acquiescence thereto with the Father and 
the Son. This seems to be Mr. Wesley’s idea. He says, 
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^^The TTork of redemption being the work of the whole 
Trinity, neither is the second person alone concerned, 
even in the amazing condescension that was needful to 
complete it/’ Dr. Adam Clarke says, “In this great work 
of human redemption, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit were continually employed. . . . The Holy 

Spirit, with the eternal Logos, and the Almighty Father, 
equally concurred in offering up the sacrifice of the hu- 
man nature of Chi'ist, in order to make an atonement for 
the sin of the world/’ Observe, here, the Doctor prop- 
erly says the Godhead “equally concurred/’ This 
brings us to notice, second, the analogy that must reason- 
ably be expected in the Spirit’s acquiescence in the atone- 
ment. The Godhead is 02TE in nature, “These three 
are one.” So are they in act. The first chapter in the 
Bible attributes creation to the Father. . St. Paul, speak- 
ing of the Son, says, “By him were all things created.” 
Ool. i, 16. The same work is attributed to the Holy 
Spirit. Says Job, “The Spirit of God hath made me, 
and the breath of the Almighty hath given me life.” 
Job xxxiii, 4. The preservation of all things is alike, ac- 
cording to Scripture, the work of each person in the ever- 
blessed Trinity: Now, it is but in analogy that we should 
find them constantly participating in the great work of 
man’s redemption, as well as his creation. Hence, at the 
baptism of our Lord the whole Trinity was present, 
and expressed their agreement in the Divinity of the 
Son. While the voice of the Father acknowledges his 
well-beloved Son, in whom he is well-pleased, the Spirit 
like a dove comes down upon him. See the unity in 
action, in agreement. “ These three aoree in one.” At 
the first public ministration of our Lord the Holy Spirit 
directs in the fulfillment of the inspmed prediction : “ The 
Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he hath ais^ointed 
me to preach the Gospel.” Luke iv, 18. I speak as a man 
when I say that the Holy Spirit watched and waited the 
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coming in of the Christian dispensation, to attest the 
divinity of our blessed Lord and Savior, to acquiesce in 
an agreement to the saying, It is finished,” and to pro- 
claim in his ascension, Be ye lifted up, ye everlasting 
doors ; and the Bang of glory shall come in.” Psa. 
xxiv, 7. 

(e) The objector may now say that hagiasmos^ 

is not defined by any lexicon as we have done. We an- 
swer: First. The view we give makes a more consistent 
theology. Second. The etymology of the word not only 
allows it, but, in view of similar cases, strongly suggests 
it, since its root often means treat as holy^ etc. Third. 
Lexicographers are like all other men — mortal. Fourth. 
Take any lexicon that will give this word and its root 
an mternaly moi'al meaning and application, and perhaps 
no man can remove the difficulties in which such a lexicon 
will involve him. Fifth. To obtain the sense from the 
context, the scope, from parallel passages and from ety- 
mology, may be safer than from a lexicon, especially in 
case of a word of such extensive Scriptural use as this 
and its kindred. Sixth. How do lexicographers get, them- 
selves^ their own meanings? Do they not always refer us 
to the place where the word is used in some author, as a 
proof of the word in question with them, signifying in 
that place just what they say it does, expecting us to be 
governed by the sense that it will make, and by the con- 
text, etc. ? If we examine the best lexicons we can find, 
on a given word, with their references to the same passage 
where it is used, both in the New Testament and in pro- 
fane authors, we find a very great disagreement in some 
instances. Is not this enough to convince us that their 
definitions are impeachable ? Must man in every instance 
make the mere opinion of some one else, mortal like him- 
self, the assignee of the Grod-given rights of his own 
intellect? Seventh. Granting, for argument’s sake, that 
these two texts before us teach all that sanctificationists ask, 

36 
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■we are compelled to say that are sorry for their theory 
that it is liable to so many seemingly strong objections, 
as ve may have suggested. We would prefer a theory 
of salvation free from fair objection in every particular. 
We would blush to bring an objection against Divine 
revelation, the divinity of our blessed Savior, the atone- 
ment, justification by faith in that atonement, regenera- 
tion, the witness of the Spirit, growth in grace, or any 
other tenable part of Christian theology ; but how it is 
that we can so conscientiously find ground for fair objec- 
tion against what is called entire sanctification, as a 
theory, we can not tell on any other ground than that it 
has no existence in the Bible. We conclude, therefore, 
all things considered on these two texts, let the world 
think of our opinion what it may, that it is more reason- 
able and Scriptural than the one we oppose. The Bible 
has proceeded from God, and, consequently, must teach a 
consistent doctrine. Our design is a pure one ; namely, 
not to underrate or discard any doctrine of Divine revela- 
tion, but to try to make all plain, consistent, and practical 
for the benefit of man and the honor and glory of its 
Author. 

8, 9, 10. 1 Thess. iv,'3, 4, 7: “For this is the will of 
God, even your sanctification, hagiasmos^ that 

ye should abstain from fornication,” etc. In this one 
passage our word is found three times. These complete 
the ten places where it occurs in the New Testament. 
We hold that here it means an outward sanctification or 
holiness, as opposed to the violation of the moral law, 
particular parts of which law he who reads this chapter 
to the seventh verse will see mentioned. The passage 
can not be held in the sense of teaching inward purity, 
nor can the -word in question be here so interpreted, as 
some maintain, unless criticism and accuracy he wholly 
laid aside. Several points are necessary to be considered, 
as to our text, in order to its fair exposition. 
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(1.) The scope of the passage deserves notice. The 
scope of a given portion of Scripture has been ^vell de- 
fined, “ A consideration of the scope^ or design which the 
inspired author of any of the books of Scripture had in 
view, essentially facilitates the study of the Bible ; because, 
as every writer had some design in view, it is natural to 
conclude that he would express himself in terms adapted 
to his purpose. To be acquainted with the scope, there- 
fore, is to understand the chief part of the book. The 
scope of an author is either general or special; by the 
former, we understand the design which he proposed to 
himself in writing his book ; by the latter, we mean that 
design which he had in view, when writing particular sec- 
tions, or even smaller portions of his book or treatise.’^* 
The apostle Paul first preached Christianity in Thessa- 
lonica, A. D. 50. The Epistle containing our text was 
written, as is believed, in the year 62. Mr. Horne says — 
page 332 — that St. Paul wrote ihis Epistle to confirm 
them in that faith, and to animate them to a holy converm- 
tion, hecoming the dignity of their high and holy edllingP 
This is precisely so. If we examine the Epistle itself, 
we learn from it that when the apostle preached to them, 
by word of mouth, he taught them the very sentiments of 
this quotation from Mr. Horae. He says — chap, ii, 11 — 
“As ye know how we exhorted, and comforted, and 
charged every one of you, as a father doth his children, 
[when we preached to you,] ^at ye toould walk worthy of 
God, who hath called you unto his kingdom and glory So 
in chap, iii, ver. 12, he exhorts to the same effect, “ And 
the Lord make you to increase and abound in love one 
toward another, and toward all men, even as we do toward 
you.^^ Then he begins the fourth chapter, the one we 
are now considering, and immediately connected with our 
text, and continues to urge the same doctrine of outward 
holiness and conformity to the will of God, thus keeping 

* Horne's Introduction to the Study of the ifeible. Abridged, p. 135. 
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up the ^cope of the Epistle all through. ‘^Furthermore 
then we beseech you, brethren, and exhort you by the Lord 
Jesus, that as ye have received of us how ye ought to 
walk and to please God, so ye would abound more and 
more/’ Does the sentiment of this verse set forth internal 
religion — internal purity? FTot in the least, except so far 
as the oxcUvard conformity to the Divine will, which it 
teaches, is the sign and fruit of inward grace. It teaches 
the Thessalonians, as persons already regenerated in hearty 
bow they “ ought to walk,” as the proof of that regenera- 
tion. ISTow, the alignment to he founded on this chapter lies 
mainly between the third and seventh verses inclusively. 

In these verses the apostle still presses his exhortation 
most pointedly, not speaking of love in the abstract as 
formerly, but now he begins to touch the very points 
therein this great branch, or rather sum, of Christian 
ieportment consists, as the ninth and twelfth verses in 
dusive will more plainly show, which, like the other part? 
jf the context and scope, treat of “ brotherly love ” — the 
ibsorbing theme of the apostle. For in the ninth verse 
be uses the phrase “ brotherly love,” corresponding to the 
words “abounding in love toward one another” in the 
twelfth of the preceding chapter. In the tenth verse he 
says, “That ye increase more and more,” corresponding 
to the first verse where he says, “So ye would abound 
more and more,” In verse 12 he says, “That ye may 
walk honestly toward them that are without correspond- 
ing to this in verse 1, he says, “ How ye ought to walk.” 
Concerning, therefore, the scope of this passage, we learn 
two things. First. That the scope itself is about “ broth- 
erly love,” to be manifested by “ how ye ought to walk,” 
^love one another,” etc . 5 or, as Mr. Horne says, “To 
confirm them in that faith, and to animate them to a holy 
conversation, becoming the dignity of their high and holy 
jailing.” Second. That in the scope of the passage, both 
before and after the verses containing the word dycaff/ibc:. 
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Jiagiasmos^ about which the argument is, the exhortation 
to brotherly love is still to be found, as manifested in out- 
ward life and conduct. Now, to suppose that the apostle 
interrupted his regular discourse with the doctrine of 
inward purity, greater, too, than regeneration, that he thus 
departed from the scope^ is too improbable to credit. Such 
is the improbability of the word sanctification ” in the 
third verse meaning an inward Tvork. He was not speak- 
ing of grace within, but of its sign. Leaving the scope, 
we will go on to consider, 

(2.) That a consistency of translation will contribute 
much to a correct understanding of our text. The word 
dyta<Tfj.6qy hagiasmos^ is translated in verse 3 by the word 
sanctification,^^ in verse 4 in like manner ; but in verse 
7 by the word holiness.” Now, Jiagiasmos, we 

think, ought to be rendered, as to these three places at 
least, if not every- where, by the one word JioUness, Its 
etymology and relationship with those other words which 
have been treated of, the one precise sense which it has 
in these three verses, and, in each, its connection with the 
same subject and scope seem to require this. We are not 
particularly tenacious whether we translate by the one 
meaning or the other ; we would, however, prefer to use 
holiness in every one of the three places where it is found 
in this chapter. Nevertheless, the word “ sanctification,” 
if properly understood, will convey the correct idea. It 
is consistency in translation that we advocate, when such 
can be had, and when it seems best adapted to the sense. 
A man may be a sound scholar, so far as it relates to the 
syntax of a language, and yet he may not translate with 
that regularity and exactness, as to the selection of words, 
that the passage, considering its context and scope, may 
demand, which things are theological and not philological 
in their bearing on the word to be selected, except we 
consider terms etymologically. How we can, in view of 
the facts in the case, sanction the use of two words when 
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translating in the same passage, where it means the 
same thing in every instance, is, at least, contrary to our 
own views of accuracy. Such we deem not unlikely to 
confuse the English reader. Whereas, if our word be 
translated by the word holiness^ in the two places where it 
is translated ^^sanctification” — holiness” and unclean- 
ness” in verse 7 being opposed, the one to the other — all 
will appear, perhaps, in a plainer manner. We presume 
the passage would never have led so many to the suppo- 
sition that it teaches directly inward purity by the w^ord 
liagiasmos^ had a uniformity of its translation 
been observed. Therefore, since God commanded the 
children of Israel, saying, “ Te shall be holy,” Lev. xix, 
2 ; since the word ^^holy” in the Septuagint is liagioi^ 
the root of IiagiazOy the verb whence this word 

hagias77ios, comes ; since in Leviticus it is used in 
the same chapter with a context which says — verse 13 — 
“Thou shalt not defraud thy neighbor,” just as the con- 
text of our word aytaa/xo^y {hagiasiTioSy) holiness, as found 
in verse 6 of the passage in question says, “ That no man 
go beyond and defraud his brother in any matter;” since 
in Leviticus the adjective is holy,” and not sanctus^ re- 
ferring to the outward conduct, as all the context there 
will show, we hold that consistency somewhat strongly re- 
quires that the word should be translated holiness,” as in 
verse 7. But as some may regard this as an unnecessary 
“play upon words,” let it be granted, to satisfy the most 
fastidious, that the word means sanctification, and that it 
should be so translated, since it is not sound but sense 
that we inquire after, the true signification, the eonstruetio 
ad senstmy in either case must be the same, namely, an 
OIJTWARO HOLINESS, or sanetificaiio 7 i, or consecration of 
one’s self in conformity to the will — ^that is, the moral 
law — of God, as the mayiifestation of inward purity ob- 
tained in the moment of regeneration. 

(3.) The word (hagiasmosy) “ sanctification,” in 
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verse 3, is to be taken in a generie sense. That we may 
be clearly understood in using the expression “ generic 
sense/’ by the most humble reader, we will explain it. 
^^Genm implies the property or properties which different 
species possess in common. Thus the property of walk- 
ing on four feet is the foundation of the genus quadruped^ 
which applies to horse^ lion^ dog^ elephant^ and many other 
species.”* Now, arcacrp.6g, “ sanctification,” in verse 3, is 
to be interpreted, also, in a generic sense, as the word 
“ quadruped” in the above example. It is a generic, out- 
ward^ form of Christianity, having included in it several 
specific forms. These specific forms are distinctly men- 
tioned by the apostle as soon as he utters the generic 
word d)^caffp.6^, liagiasmoS) “ sanctification.” They consist, 
in the Greek, in the several infinitive clauses, introduced by 
the conjunction that,” in our translation. The first of these 
specific commands pertaining to outward holiness, coming 
under the generic expression, “This is the will of God, 
even your sanctification,” is a command forbidding forni- 
cation : “ That ye should abstain fi*om fornication.” The 
second specific charge is, “That every one of you should 
know how to possess his vesself in sanctification [^v 

en Iiagias 7 no, holmes$] and honor.” That is, that 
every one of you, should know how to possess his own wife 
in holiness and honor^ as opposed to committing fornica- 
tion with another, as he says — Oor. vii, 2 — “ To avoid 
fornication, let every man have his own wife.” He fur- 


^ Hedge’s Logic, p. 36. 

t 2 mvo 9 , {skeifOBj) vessel, may mean either one’s body or bis ici/c. Mr. 
Benson takes ratber the former view, although be admits both. Dr. Adam 
Clarke is also undecided j and 2 Cor. iv, 7, would likely support Mr. Ben- 
son, while Dr. Clarke rather inclines to the other, view. This latter opin- 
ion is taken by Greenfield, Dr, Robinson, and others. It is likely the more 
correct, being supported by 1 Pet, iii, 7, and 1 Cor. vii, 2. Either view, 
however, supports our argument. As Dr, Adam Clarke says, " The general 
sense is plain ; purity and continmey are most obviously intended, whether 
the word be understood as referring to the wife or the husband, as the fol- 
lowing verse sufficiently proves.” 
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ther explains the same idea in these words, in the 

lust of concupiscence, [-ddsc i7tt0u,u{aq, passion of lust^ 
even as the Gentiles which know not God.” The third 
specific command is, ^^That no man go beyond and de- 
fraud his brother in any matter.” He gives two reasons 
against such conduct: First, “Because that the Lord is 
the avenger of all such;” second, to mark the sense by 
a strong contrast, “For God hath not called us unto un- 
cleanness, [in the sense of fornication, fraud, etc.,] but 
unto holiness, hagiasmo^r The fourth specifi- 

cation is concerning “brotherly love.” He says, “As 
touching brotherly love ye need not that I write unto 
you; for ye yourselves are taught of God to love one 
another. And indeed ye do it toward all the brethren 
which are in all Macedonia; but we beseech you breth- 
ren, that ye increase more and more.” 

Now, we plainly see from these four specific commands, 
all of which are outward, and embrace love, both toward 
God and men, as outward acts, and as the sum of the 
whole moral law, that the apostle was inculcating the ob- 
servance of that law as the fruit of the new birth. A 
regenerated heart and a pure heart are the same. So he 
says to Timothy, “ The end [scope, principal object] of the 
commandment [the whole revealed taord of God] is charity, 
[^d^rri, love^ out of a pure heart, and of a good con- 
science, and of faith unfeigned.” Since the four specific 
commands are all outward parts and duties of Christian- 
ity, it is self-evident that the generic word \hag- 

iosmosj] “sanctification,” in verse 3, must also be out- 
ward; for the species must be contained in the genus. 
We can not maintain the species having certain “prop- 
erty or properties ” “ in common,” and at the same time 
change the genus. The genus “ sanctification,” in verse 
8, has a certain “property” “in common” with the four 
specific commands above pointed out, which “property,” 
or rather “ properties,” are, First. Externality. Second. 
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They are the fruit of regeneration ; for since we can not 
say that the four specific commands are internal^ as to 
their theological character, and that they are not the fruit 
of regeneration, in a theoretical respect, and since they 
are included in their genus, it would be as absurd to say 
that “ sanctification,^^ the genus, is an inward work, and 
not the fruit of regeneration, in this particular instance, 
as it would be to say that the genus quadruped includes 
the eagle and the lark as its species. The properties 
^^in common’’ are wanting alike in both cases. 

But the objector may say that our word is not generic. 
To this we answer : First. That such a mode of expres- 
sion is quite common. We have an instance of it in 
Luke xviii, 20, where our Lord, in addressing the ruler, 
said, “ Thou knowest the commandments,” which is here 
used in a generic manner, because it includes, both in plu- 
rality and in sense all the commands of the Decalogue 
given immediately in detail. Second. Exclude the genus 
from the sentence, and (a) Our brethren of the entire 
sanctification school, who rely upon this text as a proof, 
lose their favorite word entirely. (6) The sense, in so 
doing, is not in the least impaired. Thus, ^^For this is 
the loill of Gody that ye should abstain from fornication^^ 
etc. So in any example. The farmer says to his son, 
John, drive those quadrupeds out of the meadow, even 
the horses, cows, and sheep.” Or, omitting the genus 
quadrupedy^ he may say, “John, drive those horses, 
cows, and sheep out of the meadow.” Why is the sense 
in this case not impaired? Simply because the species 
of any given genus, all taken separately, include and are 
equal to their genus, as certainly as the parts are equal 
to the whole, as certainly as all four-footed animals are 
included in the genus quadruped. Hence the word “ sanc- 
tification,” in our text, is generic. Hence outward godli- 
ness is intended, as certainly as the mathematical axiom 
that ‘^ihe whole is equal to the sum of aU its parts 
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The parts, in this case, are the outward duties and ob- 
ligations of Christianity. The whole of these is embraced 
in the one word sanctification.” They are designed to 
be so taken, according to the general features of the 
whole Epistle. The apostle has actually enlarged on the 
external particulars of the Christian religion, in this chap- 
ter, in the species of which the holiness or sanctification 
is composed, as definitely and minutely as any sensible 
expositor can possibly desire. Although this passage 
seems so clearly to teach the outward walk in the Divine 
law, many who hold to the doctrine of entire sanctifica- 
tion, as such, quote this as a proof-text, and, of course, 
take it in the sense of an inward grace. This is the 
sense of Dr. Peck, as found in his book, where he gives 
motives and reasons why men should seek the great bless- 
ing which he writes about, under the idea that it is the 
w^iLL of God ! The Berne of that will — ^there ’s the point. 
Is not outward religion as much the wiU of God as in- 
ward? Is not a man as much required of God to keep 
the Divine law as the fruit of the inw'ard grace as he is 
required to seek and obtain that internal grace itself? 
Why did not the Doctor take the scope of the passage, 
compare the context, get into the very intent of the in- 
spired writer, and give a full and clear exposition of the 
whole passage ? Against the notion of our word meaning 
an inward work there are many things — context, scope, 
etymology, the usus loquendi of the word, and the fact 
that the Thessalonians w^ere already in a regenerate state 
before they received the command, “This is the will of 
God, even your sanctification.” 

Here we close our three arguments on the three Greek 
words, ayioq, Qiagios^ l^oJy, ayttO^w, Qiagiazo^ to make holy, 
and 6yLa(T[io<;, (hagiasmos,) holiness. It is our candid opin- 
ion that not one of these terms, in any clear instance, 
ever has reference to inward grace or purity of heart, 
any further than as the fruit has reference to the tree 
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ARGUMENT XIX. 

""Aycw (TDVTj H AGIO SUNE . 

We have yet one more noun, akin to the last three words 
about which we have written, which requires notice. This 
is dycoKTuvy^, (Jiagiosune^) holzjiess, and is derived from the 
adjective dytog, (hagios^ holg^ already considered. “Nouns 
derived from adjectives . . . usually expi’ess the abstract 
of the adjective, and are formed in . . . 

Tor example, if an individual is iTd>(fpa}\>^ sopliron^ we 
say he is diBcreet, In speaking of the character of that 
man in the abstract, to designate particularly his con- 
duct, we use the noun derived from the corresponding 
adjective, and say that he has (sophrosune^ 

discretion. This is just the case with the word in hand. 
When a person is TiagioSy we sa^^ he is holy. When 

we wish to speak of his conduct and outward life in the 
abstract, we say that he has a.yia)(Tt)>Tjy (hagiosune^ holi- 
ness, This sense of these words, so intimately connected 
in relationship, is easily proved from their use in Scrip- 
ture. In Lev. xix, 2, God says to the children of Israel, 
“ Ye shall be holy.” In the Septuagint this adjective is 
dyioiy hagioi; and the context shows that they were called 
such w'hen they observed the commands of God. In 
other words, it was a word that qualified them as to out- 
ward holiness, as to ecclesiastical distinctions. St. Peter 
says, “ As he which hath called you is holy, so be ye holy 
in all manner of conversation.” 1 Peter i, 15. Then, to 
make his language plain, as to the sense in which the 
holiness was to be understood, he was careful to put in 
the adjunct, “ in all manner of conversation” which means 
the mode of life or every-day deportment of Christians ; 
and to make forcible his exhortation he quotes the passage 
^ Crosby's Greek Grammar^ f 308. 



436 


PwBTIEW OP IV^ESLETA:?’ PERPECTION, [Part II. 


above mentioned in Leviticus from the Septuagint, ap- 
parently, •which seems indeed to have been the apostles^ 
Bible, saying, ‘‘Because it is written. Be ye holy, for I 
am holy.^^ Such, therefore, is the sense of the word 
Qiagios^ lioly^ as before shown, when applied to 
persons. But dymauvr^j {JiagioBune^ holiness^ is the ab - 
stract meaning of this adjective. Therefore, from the 
etymological stand-point, as illustrated and proved by a 
common use of the word in Scripture, it means ouiward 
holiness. This word is found but three times in the New 
Testament ; namely, Rom. i, 4 ; 2 Oor. vii, 1 ; 1 Thess. 
iii, 13. In the Old Testament it is used for at least three 
Hebrew words, neither of which with the Jew's signified 
the work of the Spirit in the heart. Thus : “ Give thanks 
at the remembrance of his holiness.” Psa. zcvii, 12. 
Hebrew: iVip, kadsJio; Greek: \iyta)^6wrjg abrud^ hagi- 
osunes autoii. “ Strength and beauty are in his sanctu- 
ary.” Psa. xcvi, 6. For “ strength ” the Hebrew is ?;?, 
Hioz; Greek: \iyiw( 7 uvrj^ Iiagiosime. “I will speak of the 
glorious honor of thy majesty.” Psa. cxlv, 5. For 
esty^^ the Hebrew has mn, Jiodh; Greek: ^Aycwaovy^q^hagi- 
oBiines. Now, since not one of these Hebrew words, which 
our Greek one represents, has any such meaning as an 
inward work of grace, the word in hand, when viewed 
from a Hebrew basis, has nothing about it to support the 
doctrine of a second blessing greater than regeneration, 
We will now briefly examine it in the three places of the 
New Testament where it is found. 

1. Rom. i, 4: “Declared to be the Son of God with 
power, according to the Spirit [dyccjtrourj^, hagiosiines] of 
holiness.” This is simply a Hebraism for the Holy 
Spirit. That this is so, says Dr, Winer, “it is now 
generally conceded by the best interpreters.”* This He- 
brew usage of a noun for an adjective is quite a common 
idiom of the New Testament ; e. g., “ Deadly wound.” 

* Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, § 34, 2, b. 
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"Rev. xiii, 3. Greek ; "H too davaroo^ wound of death. 
So in Hebrew, as Psa. li,, 13: nn, {rualih kodhsK 

ha^ Spirit of the holiness of thee^ Hence, the phrase in 
our text equals to rc'^edfia rd d^iovy the Holy Ghost, 

2. 2 Cor. vii, 1: “Having therefore these promises, 
dearly beloved, let us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness 
of the flesh and spirit, perfecting holiness \dYiW(;bvrj'j^ hagi- 
0STJbiiien\ in the fear of God.” 

Rev. Richard Watson — ^Institutes, '\^ol. ii, chap, xxix — 
actually quotes this passage in proof of entire sanctifica- 
tion, as an inward work of grace, and subsequent to regen- 
eration, as we understand him. His other proof-passage 
of the doctrine is, 1 Thess. v, 23, which, in our opinion, 
seems to have far more and greater evidence against his 
view than in his favor. This passage we considered in 
Argument XVH. These two texts he thought suflScient 
to prove and forever establish his views of entire sancti- 
ficatfon. Por he says, “Two passages only need be 
quoted to prove this.” If we have been successful in our 
exegesis of his proof-text in 1 Thess. v, 23, and can be 
also in this, then this eminent theologian, who is prized 
by us as highly as by any of his readers for his work^s 
sake, fails to sustain his doctrine. If he is correct, no 
argument can ever shake the truth he has advocated, or 
in any way weaken his position, or invalidate his argu- 
ments ; and he who undertakes him does it at his own 
risk. On the other hand, if he is in error, he has as good 
a right to be corrected, as he himself had a right to cor- 
rect the opinions of others, which he did so well. Let 
us, therefore, cast him into the, crucible of fair and ac- 
credited criticism ; let us weigh him in his own scales. 
A very few points of observation will settle the meaning 
of the word in our text, and render him liable to fatal 

^ Eor the Hebrew rule of syntax, which allows this construction, see 
Dr. Nordheimer^s Hebrew Grammar, Yol. ii, g 799, and Eodiger*s Gesen- 
ius^s Hebrew Grammar, \ 106. 
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objections. First. The relation which the Corinthians 
sustained to God, at the time of the writing of this Epis- 
tle, is worthy of notice. Mr. Horne says, the first 
Epistle was written from Ephesus about the year 57.’^ 
Again, he says, “ Christianity was first planted at Corinth, 
by St. Paul himself, who resided here a year and six 
months, between the years 51 and As to the sec- 

ond Epistle, in which our text is found, he says, it was 
written • . . within a year after the preceding Epis- 

tle, that is, early in the year 58.”t 

According to these statements of good and approved 
authority, the Corinthians were Gospelized by the apostle 
at least five years before he wrote the second Epistle; so 
they were Chi'istians that length of time. This much may 
seem well as to the history of the Church. How, we hold, 
that if they were Christians so long before the -writing of 
this Epistle in which our text is, it was not necessary for 
the apostle to exhort them to “ perfecting holiness,’^ if the 
phrase be taken in the sense of a second work of grace 
in the heart. For they were already, as to heart, per- 
fectly pure, or at least had been made so in the moment 
of their regeneration. If the reader deny this, let him 
turn to Mr. Watson’s Theological Dictionary, and com- 
pare his articles Reoeneration and Sanctification, and 
see if he can tell what difference Mr. Watson makes 
as to the purity of the heart of one regenerated and 
one sanctified, since in both he speaks of the moral 
^^imaye of Gfod^^ in the heart. 

We have before shown that in these two definitions, 
above referred to, our theologian failed, and every man 
must fiiil on the same ground, to show any conceivable 
difference between the two . graces as he himself holds 
them. For both his definitions are exactly identical in 
the two essential particulars pertaining to our argument. 
First. The inward work of the heart, as taught in both 
* Introdaotion to the Study of the Bible, p, 328. t P- ^29. 
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consists in God, by bis Holy Spirit, placing there his own 
Divine imaged Second. The proof of this, as given 
in each of his definitions, is the keeping of the moral 
law. And since both the regenerate man and the sanc- 
tified are in the of God, they come as near 

being the same as two mathematical magnitudes would, 
which coincide, when applied the one to the other. This 
Christian identity is according to what w'e may call the 
theological axiom laid down in Mr. Watson himself. The 
Corinthians, therefore, did not need entire sanctification, 
in Mr. Watson’s use of the phrase, unless their regenera- 
tion, as complete as that of the ^4mage of God” within, 
be denied — a thing 'vrhich no one will do. And such a 
regeneration being granted on the Watsonian basis, let 
no one object to our theory upon the w'hole, in saying 
that the Corinthian Church w'as “ carnal ” — Cor. iii, 3 — 
and such like, and therefore needed such a sanctification 
as Mr. Watson speaks of. Such an objection is deficient 
in several respects : 

(1.) The objector ought to show how they could be 
made any more pure by such a sanctity, when regenera- 
tion is just the same, on Mr. Watson’s theory, namely: 
‘^The recovery of the moral image op God upon the 
heart.” 

(2.) Necessity compels the objector to say that those 
‘^carnal” and such like, in the Corinthian Church, w^e 
either never born of God, so as to come up to Mr. Wat- 
son’s definition of regeneration, or else they had back- 
slidden. If the former of these only two alternatives he 
take, then, of course, the objection does not lie against 
our theory. If he choose the latter, then he adopts our 
views exactly; and what is said of the Corinthians may 
be said of all the other primitive Churches, to whom 
the apostles wrote their Epistles, admonishing delinquent 
members. 

(3.) The objector should observe that the exhortations 
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of the apostles to delinquent Church membersj are never 
to influence them to seek such a second work as what 
entire sanctity is said to he, but if they are backslidden, 
they are advised thus : ^‘Remember from whence thou art 
fallen, and repent, and no the first works.''' Rev. ii, 5. 
As David also when he prayed : “ Restore unto me .the 
joy of thy salvation," Psa. li, 12; that is, restore the 
blessing of regeneration. On the other hand, if they are 
not backslidden, but still in the justified relation, they 
are constantly exhorted to hold fast their religious stand- 
ing, and to advance in all Christian duty and knowledge, 
unto a perfection consisting in good works, as our argu- 
ments constantly teach and prove, 

(4.) The ground assumed by the objector, is unnatural. 
Like begets like. It is not the man who is born of Grod 
that has carnality^ envying,” strife,” divisions,” 
^^contentions,” etc.; but he is a servant of the wicked 
one. “Whosoever abideth in him sinneth not: w'hoso- 
ever sinneth hath not seen him, neither known him.” 
1 John iii, 61 “ He that committeth sin is of the devil.” 

1 John iii, 8. St. Paul sums up all such things in these 
words: “Adultery, fornication, uncleanness, licentious- 
ness, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, 
wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, murders, drunk- 
enness, revelings.” Gal. v, 19-21. These he gives as 
“THE WORKS OF THE FLESH.” He contrasts theso evil 
works with the “ fruit of the Spirit,” which he says is 
“love, joy, peace ” etc. ; that is, one class of these deeds 
he represents as belonging to unregenerate men, and 
the other to regenerate. Our Lord, in his discourse 
with Nicodemus, used the word “flesh,” to indicate the 
unregenerate man, in the same sense as opposed to, or 
contrasted with, him who is born of the Spirit, for he 
said, “That which is born of the flesh is flesh.” There- 
fore, the large catalogue of bad deeds, given by St. Paul, 
are characteristic of the unregenerate man who is “ of the 
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devil,” and not of the man vrho is supposed to be partly 
saved, and yet subject to such abominations. 

(5.) The impending objection presents a moral imjoossi- 
lility. For the children of God are to be like him. 
They are to imitate him, as we have already abundantly 
shown, in all their actions. But God can not envy^ lie, 
cheat, dander, retaliate, etc. ; these things with him are 
morally impossible, because contrary to his pure nature, 
■which is love. So is it morally impossible that his 
adopted children should do such, who are to imitate him 
in all good acts, as well as in an internal image and spir- 
itual likeness. Here is the proof: A good tree can not 
bring forth evil fruit.” Matt, vii, 18. The word “can 
not” here expresses that which is morally impossible. 
Dr. Eobinson fairly states its force when he says, 
dwaiiat, to he unable, I can not, both in a physical and 
MORAL sense, and whether depending on the disposition 
and faculties of the mind, on the degree of strength or 
skill, or on the nature and external circumstances of the 
case.” Here the “ moral” impossibihty rests in the “na- 
ture ” of the case. It is time a bad man may bring forth 
good fruit, to human appearance, but God will not give 
him credit for it. He may be benevolent because Ms 
neighbor is, so as to equal him. He may preach “ Christ 
even of envy and strife,” and save a soul thereby, but 
not designing such good results, God can no more reward 
him for them than he can the Southern traitors who un- 
intentionally overthrew their “ sacred institution ” of slav- 
ery, and thereby did a vast amount of good. He who 
kills his neighbor accidentally is not guilty of murder; 
while he who waylays him with an intent to kill, al- 
though foiled in his purpose, is a murderer in his heart, 
and is actually guilty. God looks at the design. Dr. 
Adam Clarke, on the words, A good tree can not bring 
forth evil fruit, makes a strong blow at Calvinism, and 
yet we do not see what is to save some Arminians from 
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the same stroke. He says, ^^Love to God and man is 
the root of the good tree ; and from this principle all its 
fruit is found. To teach as some have done, that a state 
of salvation may be consistent with the greatest crimes — 
such as murder and adultery in David — or that the right- 
eous necessarily sin in all their best works, is really to 
make the good tree bring forth bad f7'uit, and to give the 
lie to the Author of Eternal Truth.'' Now, if the doc- 
trine of Calvinists, that the righteous must ‘^necessarily" 
sin, “is really to make the good tree bring forth bad 
fruit, and give the lie to the Author of Eternal Truth,” 
is the thing not just as criminal in beoenerated Armin- 
ians, who sin by negligence and free will f If the Ai’min- 
ian, bom of God, commits that sin of choice which his 
Calvinistic brother thinks is of necessity, and if this deed 
in the latter, as viewed by the former, would make the 
good tree hing foi'th bad fruit, and give the lie to the 
Author of Eternal Truth, why do Arminian writers accuse 
Calvinists of what they themselves are guilty, when they 
attribute carnality to men born of God? Will the errors 
of our neighbors justify us in the same thing, simply be- 
cause the manner of it differs ? “ First cast out the beam 

out of thine own eye ; and then shalt thou see clearly to 
cast out the mote out of thy brother's eye.” The Scrip- 
tures abound with passages showing that sin and its com- 
mission, on the part of a believer, is morally impossible. 
“ ‘Whosoever is horn of God doth not commit sin ; for his 
seed remainetli in him ; and he can not sin, because he is 
horn of God.” 1 John iii, 9. “ We know that whosoever 
is born of God sinneth not ; but he that is begotten of 
God, keepeth himself, and that wicked one toucheth him 
not.” 1 John V, 18. “Ye are the light of the world. 
A city that is set on a hill can not be hid.” Matt, v, 14. 
“ No man can serve two masters ; for either he will hate 
the one, and love the other ; or else he will hold to the one 
and despise the other. Ye can not serve God and mam- 
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mon/’ Matt, vi, 24. “Ye can not drink the cup of 
the Lord, and the cup of devils : ye can not he par- 
takers of the Lord’s table, and of the table of dev- 
ils.” 1 Oor. X, 21. “What fellowship hath righteous- 
ness with unrighteousness?” “What part hath he that 
believeth with an infidel?” 1 Cor. vi, 14, 15. “Doth a 
fountain send forth at the same place sweet water and 
bitter ? Can the fig-tree, my brethren, bear olive-berries ? 
either a vine figs? so can no fountain both yield salt 
water and fresh.” James hi, 11, 12. We should not 
say from these passages that God takes the soul, regen- 
erate, in part, and gives Satan a mortgage on the bal- 
ance. 

(6.) The objection is, also, calculated to destroy the di§- 
Unction between the righteous and the unrighteous. The 
tree is to be known by its fruits. The works of the 
flesh and of the Spirit are strongly eoyitrasted by St. 
Paul, Gal, v, 19-38. When St. John says that those 
who commit sin are of the devil, and that persons born 
of God do not commit sin, he immediately afterward 
speaks of this distinction as their charactei'isHc^ in these 
words : “ In this the children of God are maistfest, and 
the children of the devil.” 1 John hi, 10. We are to 
judge men by their deeds. But the objection before us 
erroneously destroys the Scriptural difference in human 
character, in attributing the works of bad men to the 
children of God. Of course, a distinction between errors 
of ignorance, and such like, and willful sin, will be 
allowed. 

(7.) The objection is not a little calculated to lower the 
standard of true piety as to practical tendencies. For 
most men may more readily admit the doctrine of sin in 
believers than clearly see how to attain unto vrhat is 
termed entire sanctification. They then become discour- 
aged, not being able to see their way clearly in respect 
to the true standard of Christianity, and live to a consid- 
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ex'able extent indifferently. Would it not be mucb better, 
therefore, to cease to teach the notion of sin in believers, 
and strongly teach the doctrine of sin and its awful tend- 
encies in hucksliders? Tlould it not work pmetiecilly as a 
theory? Should we not advise believers to constantly 
possess the blessing of the new birth which is plainly the 
Bible standard of experimental religion? For sve do not 
say that it is q^uite likely that thousands in Christian 
Churches, who at one time were converted to Godj spend 
years, if not all the rest of their subsequent lives, without 
ever feeling the witness of the Holy Spirit that they are 
the childi-en of God. How, leaving these remarks with 
the objector, we return to our argument directly. The 
Corinthians then needed, as the fruit of a pure, regenerate 
heart, confirmation, that is, an establishing of them in all 
outward duties. Yerse 8 is a proof: “Y^ho [Christ] shall 
also confirm you unto the end, that ye may be blameless 
in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.” If any one is 
disposed to think entire sanctification to be taught in our 
text, in the sense of Mr. Y'atson, he ought first to re- 
move the objections of various kinds which we have given 
in the first'part of this work against that doctrine. Then, 
his readers will so clearly understand him, that his views 
on this important question will soon captivate the entire 
Christian world. We will again prove from Mr. Watson, 
by fair deduction, that the Corinthians, being regenerated, 
did not need entire sanctification as he understood it. In 
his third objection against the Calvinistic doctrine of the 
indwelling of sin in believers till death, he says : “ 3. The 
doctrine before us is disproved by those passages of 
Scripture which connect our entire sanctification with sub- 
sequent habits and acts, to be exhibited in the conduct 
of believers before death. So in -the quotation from Kom. 
vi, just given, ‘ Knowing this, that the body of sin might 
be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin.’ 

^Institutes, Vol. ii, chap. xxis. 
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Notice here particularly, (a) That, in this objection 
against Calvinism, Mr, Watson speaks distinctly and pro- 
fessedly in favor of “ entire sanctification.” (J) Of it 
having connected with it “ habits and acts to be exhibited 
in the conduct of believers lefore deatli!^ (c) That the 
passage which he quotes in Romans, as proof of these 
habits and acts” before death,” is chapter vi, 6. (J) In 
the sixth chapter, and indeed in the whole Epistle, St. 
Paul constantly argues the doctrine of justification by 
faith, and since regeneration is its concomitant,” the 
apostle speaks, in Mr. Watson’s quotation, of regenera- 
tion ONLY, as opposed to the further idea of entire sanc- 
tification. ( 0 ) In the next verse from Mr* Watson's 
quotation, where the scope and theme of the apostle are 
the same as in his quotation, the verbal translation of the 
passage is : For the one having died has lean justijied from 
sm. Here the apostle was speaking of justification, and 
so used the very word deBtxatayrat, has heen justified^ as the 
margin of our Bible shows. We have already stated, that 
Dr. Adam Clarke says this verse means justification and 
also entire sanctification. In this place Mr. Watson, also, 
calls this very justification, which was the theme of the 
apostle, entire sanctification^^ with its fruits before 
death.^^ Now, any one who will read these great and 
good men on this passage, bearing also in mind their 
view of complete sanctity throughout all their writings, 
can not help but see that they speak of the doctrine in 
this text in a confused manner. That is, in the midst of 
St. Paul’s argument for justification, where he is rather 
speaking of its fruits, which Mr. Watson very properly 
calls “habits and acts,” and in immediate juxtaposition 
with the very word to justify itself, they both speak of it 
as being entire sanctification. This is a confounding of 
their own doctrines and graces. And they, here, like 
Mr. Watson in his dictionary, manifest an absolute want 
of discrimination between their two blessings. The facts 
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in the case are these. The apostle speaks of justification, 
in its real saving nature, in a very full and strong manner. 
Because he does this, writers on entire sanctification, never 
having a clear Scriptural theory of the subject, stumble 
and fall into difficulty. Then, as a consequence, incident- 
ally and unintentionally lay claim to justification and re- 
generation under the name of entire sanctification, simply 
because the completeness of the former, as a work of 
grace, deserves as strong language to describe it as the 
most sanguine entire sanctificationist can give to Ids doc- 
trine. The claiming of this passage, so clearly favorable 
to justification and the new birth, is virtually giving up 
entire sanctification by making the blessings identical, a 
thing which our good authors have incidentally done. And 
if they are to be made the same, if a person regenerated 
is at the same time wholly sanctified, then, truly, the only 
way to conceive of such a work as the latter, in the nature 
of the case, is to suppose the regenerated man and the 
wholly sanctified, like the Siamese Twins, to be born at 
once! We arrive, then, at this conclusion; namely, that 
Mr. Watson has incidentally called that entire sanctifica- 
tion’’ which a more careful criticism must term justifica- 
tion. In a word, that Mr. IVatson and Dr. Clarke both 
have incidentally acknowledged that regeneration, as im- 
plied in justification, and what they call entire sanctifica- 
tion are the same thing. This same casual manner of 
expression on the impending theory, we have detected in 
the writings, also, of Dr. Peck, wherein all his evidences 
of entire sanctification w^e have shown to be simply the 
evidences of regeneration. The same characterizes Mr. 
Watson in his dictionary, wherein he gives the same out- 
w^ard proof to the one blessing as to the other ; namely, 
keeping the moral law. 

It being conceded, therefore, by a kind of incidental 
necessity, that the two blessings which we speak of are 
identical, as our authors have treated them, we hold, (/) 
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That Mr. Watson’s proof- text in 2 Cor. vii, 1, does not 
and can not mean an inward work of grace, as he sup- 
posed ; for we hare shown, from approved authority, that 
the Corinthians were already regenerated several years 
before the apostle exhorted them to the perfecting of ho- 
liness. Therefore, keeping in mind our arguments for the 
sinlessness of regeneration, those who are Watsonians, as 
to this particular point, must take one horn or other of 
the dilemma ; for if the Romans were wholly sanctified, in 
our author’s use of the phrase, in the moment of their 
regeneration, then, since '^God is no respecter of per- 
sons,” and since regeneration one time is the same that it 
is another, the Corinthians were wholly sanctified about 
five years before the exhortation of our text, as certainly 
as the Romans were. Hence, the exhortation to them 
about perfecting holiness was altogether out of place, 
in Mr. Watson’s view of it. So if we have him to rea- 
son over a converted Qorinthian^ as he does over a con- 
verted Boman^ his friends will lose the proof-passage in 
question, by fair deduction, on the ground that a regen- 
erated Corinthian must be as free from sin as a regener- 
ated Roman. 

As to the other point of diflSculty, if it be denied that 
the Corinthians were all that grace requires through the 
one work, regeneration, then with the same propriety 
may we deny the “ entire sanctification ” of the Romans, 
and then Mr. Watson loses his argument against Calvin- 
ists. We will notice, 

Second. The context^ as to “these promises” of which 
St. Paul speaks in Mr. Watson’s proof-passage. Before 
considering this context, it is important to bear in mind, 
that when the apostle wrote this Epistle he did not divide 
it into chapters as our Testament is. These chapters 
were made, as Mr. Watson says, by “ Cardinal Hugo de 
St. Cher, who in the twelfth century composed a concord- 
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ance, and to tHs end distributed tbe Bible according to 
bis OTvn discretion into smaller portions/’'^ 

With this understanding of the subject in hand, we will 
regard the whole Epistle to the Corinthians as one unin- 
terrupted discourse. We will also consider this first verse 
of the seventh chapter, which is our text, in immediate 
connection with the preceding chapter, and quote from 
verse 14 till we include our text. “ Be ye not unequally 
yoked together with unbelievers ; for what fellowship hath 
righteousness with unrighteousness ? and what communion 
hath light with darkness ? And what concord hath Christ 
with Belial ? or what part hath he that believeth with an 
infidel ? And what agreement hath the temple of God 
with idols ? for ye are the temple of the living God ; as 
God hath said, I will dwell in them, and walk in them • 
and I will be their God, and they shall be my people. 
Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye sepa- 
rate, saith the Eord, and touch not the unclean thing 5 and 
I will receive you ; and will be a Bather unto you, and ye 
shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty, 
Having therefore these promises, dearly beloved, let us 
cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and spirit, 
perfecting holiness in the fear of God.’’ Now, reader, the 
context and the proper connection of our text are before 
you. Several things are to be observed. 

(1.) Our authors, who are themselves entire sanctifica- 
tionists, connect our text with the preceding verses as we 
have done. On the phrase, ‘^Let us cleanse ourselves^'' 
found in our text, Mr. Wesley says, ^'This is the latter 
part of the exhortation, which was proposed, chap, vi, 1 , 
and resumed verse 14.” Dr. Adam Clarke is to the same 
effect. He says, The promises mentioned in the three last 
verses of the preceding chapter, to which this verse should 
certainly be joined.” By the words, this verse,” Dr. 
Clarke means our text, which is Mr. Watson’s proof of 

^Theological Dictionary, Article Chapters. 
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entire sanctiiScation, as a subsequent blessing in tbe soul 
to regeneration. Since, therefore, our text founds tbe 
exhortation, perfecting holiness/^ on tbe fact of our 
having these promises, and since tbe advocates of com- 
plete sanctity themselves declare these promises to be 
the ones contained in tbe sixteenth, seventeenth, and 
eighteenth verses of tbe preceding chapter, the truth is 
as clear as a sunbeam, and the evidence jprima facie, that 
the theology — ^that is, the theological sense — of the word 
holmesB, in our text, must be couched in, and 
obtained from, the three promises of the preceding chap- 
ter, to which it refers. We observe, 

(2.) St. Paul’s design in this whole exhortation; taken 
as one unbroken passage, [a) His intent was positively 
to forbid the converted, Christian Church of Corinth hav- 
ing friendly and intimate fellowship with the pagans by 
whom they were immediately surrounded. Mr. Wesley 
on the words, Be ye not unequally yoked together with 
unbelievers,” says, “ Christians with J ews or heathens. 
The apostle particularly speaks of marriage ; but the rea- 
sons he urges equally hold against any needless -intimacy 
with them.” This note of Mr. Wesley certainly looks 
very clear and sensible. Dr. Robinson on the word says 
that it is spoken “ of Christians living in familiar inter- 
course with pagan idolaters.” That this is the apostle’s 
design, is shown from the strong contrasts which he has 
made. Thus he contrasts in strong interrogatories ^^right- 
eousness with unrighteousness,” light with darkness,” 
and “the temple of God with idols.” His purpose is 
plainly to teach the very same thing which God com- 
mands all through the Old Testament, namely, that his 
people, of whatever dispensation of Church government, 
as a test of their covenant and spiritual relation to God, 
must not mingle with the wicked, profane, uncircumcised, 
and idolatrous people, so as to partake of their sins. 
This doctrine is forcibly inculcated on almost every page 



450 KEYIEW OE WESLEYAN PEKFEOTION. [Part II. 

of the Old Testament, under the full promise of the 
Divine protection in case of obedience, and under the 
heaviest denunciations for disobedience. Hence, the apos- 
tle quotes as much as three passages from the Old Testa- 
ment in this very sense — that is, to dissuade the Corinth- 
ians as to any participation in idolatry, or in any way 
contaminating themselves with idolaters, just as God had 
done in his ancient Church, (b) l^egatively^ therefore, the 
apostle’s design is very far from urging the Corinthians to 
seek entire sanctification, in Mr. Watson’s sense and use 
of the text, unless the promises in the immediate context 
■which he quotes will, on examination, be found to teach 
such a doctrine. ' 

(3.) The promises which St. Paul quoted from the Old 
Testament must first be individually identified; secondly, 
they must be examined to see if they contain the doctrine 
claimed by Mr. Watson, The first promise is, “I will 
dwell in them, and walk in them; and I will be their 
God, and they shall be my people.” That this is taken 
from Lev. xxvi, 12, is supported by the reference in 
our Bible, by Mr, Horne, page 104, and by the table of 
quoted passages in which the New Testament agrees with 
the Old, as given by Leander Van Ess in the back part 
of his copy of the Septuagint, published in Lipsiae, Ger- 
many, 1855. This text, therefore, is fixed by common 
consent. We will now examine it, and see if- it will teach 
what some mean by entire sanctification. The words of 
Lev. xxvi, 12, are, ‘‘^And I will ■v\’alk among you, and 
will be your God, and ye shall be my people.” This is 
a promise merely on condition of fidelity to God on the 
part of the Israelites ; for the conditions are plainly men- 
tioned, beginning at verse 1 : “Ye shall make you no idols 
nor graven image, neither rear you up a standing image, 
neither shall ye set up any image of stone in your land, 
to how down unto it: for I am the Lord your God.” 
Verse 2 : “ Ye shall keep my Sabbaths, and reverence my 
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sanctuary: I am the Lord,” Verse 3: “If ye walk in 
my statutes and keep my commandments, and do them.” 
Then the Lord promises many things to them, one of 
which is the blessing of our text, in verse 12, above 
quoted. 

Mr. Watson’s entire sanctification, therefore, is, in part, 
nothing else than simply the external observance of Grod’s 
laws as opposed to idolatry. Sabbath-breaking, irrever- 
ence of God’s sanctuary, the breaking of his statutes and 
commandments, as mentioned in the first three verses. 
The second promise is, “ Wherefore come out from among 
them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not 
the unclean thing; and I will receive you.” That this is 
taken from Isaiah lii, 11, is supported by the same author- 
ities given to identify the first promise ; namely, our ref- 
erence Bible, Mr. Horne, and the table in the Septuagint. 
The promise, therefore, which the apostle quoted is again 
fixed by learned men. We will now examine Isaiah lii, 
11, and see if it teaches entire sanctity. The words are, 
“ Depart ye, depart ye, go ye out fi’om thence, touch no 
unclean thing; go ye out of the midst of her; be ye 
clean that bear the vessels of the Lord.” Tliis text seems 
to be an animated prediction commanding the children of 
Israel to depart from the Babylonian captivity, as he saw 
the day of their redemption therefrom approach- He 
commands them prophetically to go out of Babylon and 
again possess their own land. He perhaps foresaw that 
some of them would want still to remain in distant coun- 
tries, which God did not design for his people. On their 
release he would have all to return to their own land. 
This is most likely the sense of the separate clause, 
Depart ye,” etc. They are all commanded not to touch 
the “ unclean Take particular notice that in our 

version of Isaiah, the word “ thing^^ here, is in italic let- 
ters, to indicate that it is not in the original Hebrew, and 
so, when St. Paul quoted this passage in 2 Cor. vi, 17, he 
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did not use the word “ thing” He omitted it entirely, 
and our translators supplied it, and there put it in italics 
also. This is a sad mistake. It very much perverts the 
sense. In Isa. lii, 11, after the word xpo, (tame,) un- 
clean, our translators should have supplied the word 
person. The proof of this from a Hebrew source is ap- 
parent. G-esenius, our great Hebrew lexicographer, says 
the word is spoken of the Gentiles.” He gives our 
text — ^Isa. XXXV, 8, and Amos vii, 17 — as his proof-pas- 
sages. In Amos we read of a polluted land” Here 
the word is translated polluted, and is applied to land; 
that is, a land foreign to the Jew, and unclean on account 
of it being trodden and inhabited by the unclean Gentile : 
so the word is here virtually applied to persom, although 
it grammatically qualifies ^‘land” In Isa. xxxv, 8, 
the prophet speaks of the “way of holiness,” and says, 
“ The uiiCLEAN shall not pass over it.” In this we find 
that man or person is to be supplied in the mind, not 
necessarily in the text, for no one would surely think of 
a thing becoming a partaker of the glorious kingdom of 
Christ, of which the prophet speaks, but as opposed to 
unclean persom, it is said to be for “ wayfaring men.” 
This fixes the sense of the word unclean, as used in He- 
brew — Isa. lii, 11 — quoted by St. Paul. The prophet 
commanded them to depart to their own country, and not 
to touch the uncleaji, the u?icireumcised, the ceremoni- 
ally unsanctified pagan and idolater of any other nation. 
“ On your release, get ye out of Babylon, and be ye sep- 
arate from all unclean heathens. God will make way for 
your escape ; he will watch and take up the rear, and be 
your rear-ward.” So we "would paraphrase. On the chil- 
dren of Israel doing this, the text gives them full assur- 
ance that the Lord will be their God. St. Paul obviously 
imderstood this passage in the very same sense. In his 
quotation of it we should supply the word person after 
dixadaproo, unclean, instead of the word “ thing” St. Paul 
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must have due credit for a correct Hebrew use of the 
passage which he quotes, and this sense would be that 
the Corinthians must keep themselves, as Isaiah directed 
God’s people before, from all idolatrous intercourse with 
heathens. Mr. Wesley saw plainly that it was an error 
to read the word in 2 Cor. vi, 17, and conse- 

quently he translated, And touch not the unclean per- 
son.” The reference in his margin is also to “Isaiah 
li, 11.” The intention was lii, 11. Dr. F. G. Hibbard 
very properly says, when speaking on this verse, “ Our 
English version reads ^ thing f but this is unquestionably 
an error. The apostle was not speaking of things^ but 
of persons with whom it was not lawful for a Christian to 
hold any religious fellowship, and he denominates them 
uncleanJ^^ 

We see, then, that a fair exegesis of the apostle’s words 
just agrees with the words of Isaiah, and does not give 
the least countenance to the doctrine of entire sanctifica- 
tion, in the sense of a greater work in the heart than 
regeneration, whether the former be regarded as distinct 
from the latter, or a continuation of the latter till the 
former blessing is obtained. All the promise that the 
quotation contains is one on God’s part simply to receive 
his people, who will stand aside from the wrongs which 
the text forbids — who regard themselves as his holy 
people by ceremonial distinction and grace. 

The third quotation of the apostle is not quite so easily 
identified as those we have already mentioned: Mr, 
Horne gives Jeremiah xxxi, 38, which seems very likely. 
In this the prophet speaks of the new covenant that God 
will establish under the Christian dispensation, at which 
time he promises to put his law in their “inward parts,” 
“ and write it in their heari^ ; and will be their God, and 
they shall be my people.” There are two points in this 
prophecy which we may mention : First. It implies, from 

^ Christian Baptism, p. 134. 
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the fact of it speahing of his law in their ''inward parts/’ 
that at the Christian dispensation God will still have a 
Church who shall observe his moral laws. Second. That 
he will he the God of that Churchy as he was of the 
Jews, only under another form. These, then, are what 
the apostle means by "these promises” in Mr. Watson’s 
proof-passage of entire sanctification. They are not 
promises, on the part of the Almighty, to grant any 
thing of that sort. On a fair exposition of them, Mr. 
Watson, and all who hold to the same view on that sub- 
ject, will lose the text containing "holiness.” It will 
not bear such a sense; but, on the other hand, his proof- 
text falls to our purpose, like an heirloom, in perfect 
accordance with all our arguments, that sanctification, per- 
fection, and holiness, are simply the keeping of the com- 
mandments of God, as the fruit of regeneration, and as 
opposed to the breaking of those commands. We would 
beseech those who hold to this passage, as a proof of an 
internal work, additional to the new birth, never to inves- 
tigate it. Just quote it; never bring in the context; 
never introduce the design of the apostle; for in so doing 
the reader or hearer might apprehend the drift, and detect 
the error. Like the Calvinistic doctrine of the " decrees,” 
it will stand longer never to be preached or investigated 
before the people. 

(4.) If we make the "pereectiho holiness” an inward 
work, it has no context to support such a view. It is 
absolutely opposed to the context. For (a) there is no 
inquiry as to what promises the apostle means when he 
says, " These promises.” (h) There is no account of the 
context at all, as indicated by the word ow, {oun^ there- 
forcJ^ Mr. Horne, in his excellent Introduction to the 
Study of the Bible, under " Hints for examining the con- 
text,” page 117, says, "First. Investigate each word of 
every passage. Second. Next examine the entire passage 
with minute attention. Sometimes a single passage will 
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require a whole chapter, oj* even several of the preceding 
and following chapters, or even the entire book, to be 
perused; and that not once, or twice, but several times. 
For instance, that otherwise difficult passage, Rom. ix, 
18, Therefore hath he mercy on whom he will have mercy^ 
and whom he ivill he hardeneth^ will become perfectly 
clear by a close examination of the context, beginning at 
verse 18 of chapter viii, and reading to the end of the 
.eleventh chapter; this portion of the Epistle being most 
intimately connected.” 

Again, under hints for ascertaining the scope,” page 
116, he says, “ The express conclusion, added by a writer 
at the end of an argument, demonstrates his general 
scope. Thus in Rom. iii, 28, after a long discussion, St. 
Paul adds this conclusion : ^ Therefore we conclude that 
a man is justified hy faith without the deeds of the law! 
Hence we perceive with what design the whole passage 
was written, and to "which all the rest is to be referred. 
The conclusions interspersed through the Epistles may 
easily be ascertained by means of the particles, ^where- 
fore,’ ^seeing that,’ ^therefore,’ Hhen,’ etc., as well as 
by the circumstances directly mentioned or referred to.” 
Now, this is from a well-received Tvork of one of the 
ablest of Biblical critics, a work, too, of established author- 
ity as to rules of criticism, even among entire sanctifica- 
tionists themselves. Therefore, a demand of this rule, in 
an applicable case, will not be objectionable on the part 
of those who have adopted it, and the neglect of it in a 
proper place, as a means of eliciting the truth of a pas- 
sage, must surely render such exegesis defective. 

In fact, the good advice herein given by Mr. Horne 
has been incidentally, entirely, and unfortunately over- 
looked by writers on Christian perfection and sanctification 
in general. Mr. Watson has not even hinted at such a 
view of the context in this his proof passage. Moreover, 
on the text held to by Calvinists, to part of which Mr. 
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Horne alludes, Mr. Watson makes a very able and suc- 
cessful defense of Arminian doctrine, in ^\hich he says, 
As the passage stands in intimate connection with an 
important and elucidatory context, it ought not to be con- 
sidered as insulated and complete in itself; which has 
been the great source of erroneous interpretations.”* 
Every critic knows that this enunciation of Mr. Watson 
is very true, and yet never was it more applicable to any 
man’s writings, perhaps, than to his own, when he claims 
2 Cor. vii, 1, as a proof-text of entire sanctification, as he 
used the phrase. For as his text stands in intimate con- 
nection with an impo7*iant and elucidatory context^ it ought 
not to he considered as insulated and complete in itself; 
which has been the great source of erroneous interpretations > 
If Mr. Watson had not taken into consideration the con- 
text of the passage, and the scope of the apostle’s argument, 
taking the text as insulated and complete in itself the Cal- 
vinist would, at least, have held his own in the argument. 
Did not Mr. Watson, through mere oversight, consider his 
two proof-texts of entire sanctification” as insulated and 
complete in themselves f We appeal to reasonable men who 
think for themselves, and whose rule of faith, with due 
regard for the writings of men, is the Bible. God is a 
consistent being. Divine revelation is consistent, because 
it has emanated from Him. All it requires is consistency 
of interpretation. Man is the most noble work of God 
in our w’orld, yet at best he errs. Had this eminent the- 
ologian — perhaps surpassed by none — only investigated 
the contexts of both his proof-passages on the impending 
doctrine, as carefully as he did that one in Romans, as 
to justification by faith, against the notion of personal 
and arbitrary election, he never could have sustained him- 
self on those passages, in the sense which he gives them, 
nor could his own mode of reasoning, admissible by all, 
fairly take them from him: Respecting these considera- 

Institutes, Vol. ii, chap, xxvi, p. 356, 
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tionSj if Mr. Watson’s view of this text and that of 1 
Thess. v, 23, have been wrongly assailed, or in any way 
misrepresented by us, those who indorse him as to the 
point in question, and regard him as impregnable by argu- 
ment, can, of course, easily overthrow our position, since 
error never can stand investigation, 

(5.) Let not the objector say that the text speaks of 
cleansing ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and 
SPIRIT,” and that, therefore, there is sm in the heliever 
which must receive a final stroke^ which stroke must he 
eyvtire sanctification; for, first, granting that the word 
“spirit,” in the text, means the internal soul of man, 
which is the subject of the regenerating Spirit of God, 
the outward sins of idolatry, and such like, which the 
apostle forbade, if committed, would, in some degree, 
affect the soul. Second. The ntveufjLaroq, (^pneumatos^ 
spirit^ most likely in this case means the disposition of 
mind produced in the believer by the Holy Spirit. The 
word often has this use ; e, g., Eph. i, 17 : “ May God 
give unto you the spirit of wisdom !” Here it is so un- 
derstood by both Dr. Eobinson and Mr. Greenfield. Dr. 
Eobinson on the word, under III, 0, e, thus defines: 

spirit^ temper^ disposition of mind produced in 
Christians hy the influences of the Holy Spirit^ which cor- 
rects, elevates, ennobles, sanctifies their views and feelings ; 
fills the mind with peace and joy; and is the pledge and 
foretaste of everlasting happiness.” Under these words 
he gives several examples as follows : That which is horn 
of the Spirit is spirit — John iii, 6 — “Put for tcveuiiaTixov 
icTTij is spiritual; that is, has those dispositions and feel- 
ings which are produced by the Spirit of God.” Who 
walk not after the fleshy hut after the Spirit — Eom. viii, 1 — 
“ That is, not indulging the depraved affections and lusts 
of our carnal natures and unrenewed hearts, but following 
those holy and elevated affections and desires which the 
Spirit imparts and cherishes.” See Eom. viii, 2 ; iv, 5, 



458 


REVIEW OF WESLEYAN PERFECTION. [Part II. 


Compare also tliose passages wliich teach Immility and a 
Christ-like mind, and we have the very same theology in 
other words ; as, '' Take my yoke upon you, and learn of 
me ; for I am meek and lowly in heart,” Matt, xi, 29 ; 
‘^Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ 
Jesus,” Pliil. ii, 5. Perhaps, therefore, the meaning of 
our word is' as if the text read thus: Let us cleanse our- 
selves fro? 7 i all filthiness of the flesh a7id of the disposi- 
tion — have no thought toward idolatry at any time. A 
mere thought or suggestion to sin is not in the least 
incompatible with the highest conceivable state of grace, 
since Christ ^^was in all points tempted like as w'e are, 
yet without sin.” Third. Suppose sin did remain in the 
Corinthians as regenerated persons, and that the true 
sense of the passage is, that they perfect holiness in the 
sense of obtaining entire sanctification ; then why did not 
St. Paul tell them to seek this great blessing by faith, 
since its advocates tell us it is so obtained, instead of ex- 
horting them to eome out from among idolaters, and touch 
not the unclean thing, and separate themselves from them ? 
Are these, dear reader, the terms on which you would 
seek your internal, entire sanctification? Indeed^ 
we thought you sought it by faith! But this is by works. 
Therefore, it is the fruit of an internal grace already pos- 
sessed — which can only be regeneration. 

We notice finally, 

8. 1 Thess. iii, 18 : And the Lord make you to increase 
and abound in love one toward another, and toivard all 
men, even as we do to’ward you; to the end he may estab- 
lish your hearts in holiness [iv dycojffwy), en hagiosune~\ be- 
fore God.” This text will readily appear to teach outward 
holiness^ and not internal purity, except so far as the 
former marks and indicates the latter. The proof is in 
the passage itself. The apostle prays that there may be 
among the Thessalonians an abounding in love toward all 
men. This was for a certain end — the end he may 
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establish your hearts unblamable in holiness before GodJ^ 
All this is the same as the phrase, This is the will of 
God, even your sanctification,” only three verses further 
on in the Epistle, where the division of the chapters must 
not, in the least, be allowed to interrupt the sense, or bisect 
the context. Since we fully discussed this text, and its 
context, in Argument XVIII, we forbear saying any thing 
further on the text in question ; for we find that St. Paul’s 
doctrine is the same every- where, as to persons once con- 
verted, if they had not backslidden. It is invariably in 
substance, “ How shall we that are dead to sin [by regen- 
eration] live any longer therein;” ‘‘Walk worthy of the 
high vocation wherewith ye are called.” John taught the 
same : “ Whosoever is born of God [mark the degree — it 
is simply to be born of God] doth not commit sin.” So 
says Peter : “ Add to your faith [as the living instrument 
in your soul by which ye received regeneration, and as 
your true and only foundation on which to make any addi- 
tion] virtue, knowledge,” etc. We repeat it, in the face 
of the Christian world, that there is no other salvation, 
taught in the Bible or required of man by the “ Searcher 
of all hearts,” than simply to believe in Jesus Christ unto 
the regeneration of the soul, and then, always standing 
fast in this grace, as the fruit thereof, to keep God’s holy 
commandments, amen! Here is the proof from which 
there is no appeal : “ And this is his commandment : that 
we should believe on the name of his Son Jesus Christ, 
and love one another, as he gave us commandment.” 1 
John iii, 23. What will the advocates of the peculiar 
theory in question do with this passage, even granting 
that their arguments and doctrine are true, except that 
they make the most irreconcilable jargon? This text is 
so plain that no sincere inquirer after truth can put any 
construction upon it only just what it says, whether he 
read it in the Greek or in the English. “ Wayfaring men 
though fools,’’ can not err herein, should they give it even 
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the most cursory reading, without seeing in it the whole 
duty of man both toward God and men. The terms here 
are easily understood. The words, His commandment/’ 
either mean all the Bible, or the full and complete charge 
of Christ to men while he was on earth; that is, his whole 
Gospel as preached. In either case it means the whole 
WILL of God. But all his will is fulfilled under two parts : 
(1.) To believe in Christ, which can mean neither more 
nor less than unto justification and regeneration ; or, as 
we have before said, to perform man's part in the Abra- 
hamic covenant (2.) The second part is, That we love 
one another. This latter is Christian perfection. It is all 
the entire sanctification that there is. It is the jEruit of 
the former. “Love is the fulfilling of the law.” 

Now, reader, please suffer a general remark before 
closing this argument. Observe, that the friends and 
favorites of complete sanctity can not comprehend their 
own doctrine for obscurity — ^they never can till they 
recant it; nor are they able to preach it systematically 
for the same reason ; nor to experience it for the thick 
darkness in which it is enveloped; nor are they able to 
profess it to others, because to such it is inconceivable, 
except they ignore the “ hope ” of the regenerated which 
“maketh not ashamed;” nor is the Church decided on 
it, for want of a clear exposition on the subject; nor 
have they one clear passage in the Bible to sustain them, 
on account of a misapprehension of the terms of Scrip- 
ture. But, as to our view of the subject, every step we 
take is plain — the next one plainer — their proof-passages 
fail on investigation, and all the Bible comes in to our 
support like as the rising god of day dispels the mist and 
darkness of night. 
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ARGUMENT XX. 

Tilswq — TELEIOS. 

The ieleioB argument we now take in hand. This word 
occurs nineteen times in the New Testament. It is used 
in the Septuagint as the Greek word for the Hebrew D'lpD, 
(tamim^ perfect^ in some of the texts already examined 
where this Hebrew appears in the Old Testament. And 
since it was found, in that language, to signify perfect^ in 
the sense of keeping the moral law, it follows that where- 
ever the Septuagint uses teleioB for that Hebrew word, it 
there means perfect in the same sense. Dent* xviii, 13, 
has : riXsioq e<T3j IvavTtoy xupCou rod 6eov aoo^ PERFECT shcilt 
thou le before the Lord thy God. So in Gen. vi, 9, where 
it speaks of Noah. In both these places 'we have shown 
the sense in which the word is to be taken in the Hebrew. 
Of course it must have the same signification in the Greek. 
The Septuagint, therefore, comes in to favor our argu- 
ment, showing that riXecot;, teleios, is descriptive of an out- 
ward work and not of an inward grace. It is proper to 
notice, 

1. Matt, v, 48: ^^Be ye therefore perfect, \teleioi,'] 
even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect 
[teleios],’^ Several things concerning this text are to be 
observed. 

(1.) Writers on Christian perfection hold it to teach an 
inward work by the word “perfect.’^ In the ‘‘Plain 
Account of Christian Perfection,^’ page 54, the question 
is asked, “ Q. What command is there to the same effect?’^ 
That is, “ Expecting to be saved from all sin,’^ page 58. 
The answer is given, “A 1. ‘Be ye perfect, as your 
Father who is in heaven is perfect.’ Matt, v, 48,” Dr- 
Peck, on page 205 of his Christian Perfection, Abridged 
Edition, in Lecture IX, under his “Direct Scriftitre 
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Proofs/’ begins that Lecture in these words: “^^The pur- 
pose of the present lecture shall be to present the direct 
Scripture evidence of the attainableness of a state of 
entire sanctification in this life.” Then on page 207 he 
says, 1. I first urge, that God commands us to be per- 
fect. ^Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father 
which is in heaven is perfect.’ Matt, v, 48.” Both these 
authors, it may be seen from these quotations, hold this 
passage to teach an inward wort, when we consider the 
sense in which they set forth, the entire subject of perfec- 
tion in their writings, lliui view seems to be pregnant 
with error. We propose to show that the perfection is 
outivard. In this the Scripture shall be the proof. If it 
fail, where shall we go? We observe, 

(2.) That the little word therefore ” in our text, which 
our authors have strangely overlooked, shows that the 
passage has a context^ which must always agree in doctrine 
or theological sense, with the exhortation or command 
immediately following the word ‘‘therefore.” The term 
“therefore” in the Greek is oSv, oun. It is a contracted 
form of eon^ the neuter Ionic form of the present par- 
ticiple of the verb (eimi^ to he, and radically signifies, 
it being so ; hence, by an easy transition, it passes to the 
sense of then, therefore,^ etc. Now, this “ it being so,” 
or therefore , refers to the context just before. Our 
text being verse 48, we will go back and quote from verse 
43, and this much of the chapter is all our argument 
needs as a context. “ Te have heard that it hath been 
said, Thou shalt love thy neighbor, and hate thine enemy : 
but I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that 
curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for 
them which despitefully use you, and persecute you; 
that ye may be the children of your Father which is in 
heaven; for .he maketh his sun to rise on the evil and on 

*See Orores’s Greek-English Dictionary on tlie word, and Professor 
Alpheus Crosby’s Greek Grammar, f 328. 
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the goodj and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust. 
For if ye love them which love you, what reward have ye? 
do not even the publicans the same? And if ye salute 
your brethren only, what do ye more than others ? do not 
even the publicans so ? Se ye therefore perfect even as 
your Father in heaven is perfect.’’ Do we not see, at 
once, that the perfection of our Heavenly Father, as 
taught in this context, consists in his loving his enemies? 
He makes the sun, essential to every temporal blessing, 
to rise on the evil ” man, and on the good ” alike. He 
is no respecter of persons. He sends the rain on the 
just who are fit for paradise, and on the unjust who are 
ripe for destruction and eternal banishment, making no 
distinction whatever, so perfect, that is, complete, is his 
love! So impartial are his attributes! It is Godlike to 
love an enemy and to confer upon him blessings. It is 
human to hate and to retaliate. This, then, is the perfec- 
tion of our Heavenly Father. What perfect love! We 
must bless them that curse us like as he does them that 
curse him, while he sends them sun and shower; we must 
do good to them that hate us, like as he does to them 
that hate him. We must pray for them that despitefully 
use us, like as he does for his enemies through the medi- 
ation of his dear Son, our Savior. These things we are 
commanded to do, that ye may be the children of your 
Father which is in heaven.” 

We hold that the term “perfect,” immediately after 
the word “ therefore,” must be taken in this sense of the 
context. It will then mean the fulfillment of the moral 
law, and thus agree with the Old Testament use of the word 
as found in the Septuagint. The use of “ therefore ” in other 
places will prove this. For example, in the next chapter 
our Lord teaches his disciples how to pray, saying, 
“When thou prayest thou shalt not be as the hypocrites.” 
Then he proceeds to tell about their ostentatious manner 
of praying — on the corners of the streets, etc., and as 
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opposed to tHs custom, so very unacceptable to God, he 
says, Enter into thy closet;’^ “When ye pray use not 
vain repetitions as the heathens do,’^ etc. He then 
closes this much of his discourse, pertaining to prayer in 
the command, “Be not ye thebeeobb oun] like 
unto them."’ Is it not apparent, from these words and 
their conclusion, that the term “ therefore refers to the 
context where we have just quoted it, and where Christ 
was teaching his disciples to pray in humility, and not as 
those proud, formal Pharisees, whom he called hypocrites, 
pray ? He tells his disciples to be unlike them ; but if 
the concluding exhortation, “Be ye not therefore like 
unto them,” be wholly disconnected from its context, as 
Mr. Wesley and Dr. Peck have taken our text, apart 
from its context, in their manner of quoting it in their 
works on Christian perfection, what is to show the char- 
acteristic in those heathens to which the disciples are to 
be unlike ? Or, if the exhortation, thus isolated from its 
main discourse, be so employed, what authority have we 
for thinking that the pronoun “them” refers to heathens? 
Does it not just as much, under such a mode of interpret- 
ation, refer to the sun, moon, and stars? This may 
serve to convince us that the connective “therefore” 
introduces a conclusion which we presume no fair inter- 
preter can overlook in fixing the meaning of the com- 
mand, “Be ye not thebeeoee like unto them.” The 
same may be said of verse 34, where it is said, “Take 
THEBEFOBE [auv, ouTi] no thought for the morrow;” and 
verse 81, “Thebefobe [«3v, outi] take no thought, say- 
ing, What shall ye eat?” A score of such instances 
might be quoted. So the context just before our text, as 
already quoted, is strengthened in our favor by the fact 
that after Christ shows his disciples how sinful and un- 
worthy men receive favors from him, so we ought to con- 
fer favors on such men also. 

And since the context immediately before our text 
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savors much of almsgiving, and since Christ, in this part 
of his sermon, had this feature of Christian duty in con- 
sideration, and fully implied in the words bless them 
that curse you, do good to them that hate you,’’ he be- 
gins the next chapter — that is, he continues his discourse 
which is divided by the division of our chapters — with 
further instructions, as to the manner of doing this, say- 
ing, “ Take heed that ye do not your alms before men, to 
be seen of them; otherwise ye have no reward of your 
Father which is in heaven.” All this proves, if we had 
no other evidence in the case, that the perfection com- 
manded by our Lord, since he enlarges on the subject 
both before and after our^ text, joining all together, and 
showing the relation of the parts to the whole by the 
term ^Hherefore,” consists in that external religion of 
almsgiving and of kindness to enemies, instead of an 
internal work which would here have no context to sup- 
port it. This was an address to the disciples,” who were 
already pure in heart, and who did not need to be made 
any purer^ but who were required to Iceep the purity 
lahieh they had^ and to bring forth the fruits of Chris- 
tianity as exhibited in love toward all men — even to the 
blessing of an enemy. 

(3.) The phrase “ even as,” in our text, does not fully 
convey the sense to the English reader. Many, at least, 
misunderstand it. I have personally asked not a few, 
what they understand by our being perfect even as our 
Heavenly Father. They have almost invariably answered, 
must he perfect in our sphere as God is in his^^^ This 
is very true, yet we are in darkness just as much as ever, 
^ince God’s “ sphere ” is undefined in the same manner as 
his perfection is undefined. Their answer does not ex- 
plain, but it simply changes the form of the difficulty. 
It is granted that the phrase even as,” in our text, may 
answer the true purpose as a translation, but it is not 
sufficiently expressive of the precise meaning, if taken as 
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an English phrase just as it stands ; since, as such, it has 
two meanings. It may signify, first, equality^ in the ab- 
stract; e. g., we may say, “the apple is even a$ large as 
the peach.^’ In this instance it expresses equality , as to 
size, in the objects compared. In this sense of equality^ 
we think some have understood the phrase “ even as,” in 
this text. Thus the mind has not been able to compre- 
hend the duty enjoined. Eegeneration has been lowered, 
as to its completeness as a work in the soul, the outward 
obligations of religion have received an inward sense, and 
man the finite, like ^sop’s frog swelling to equal the ox, 
has tried in vain to see how he can equal the infinite per- 
fection of the infinite Father ! .Second. The words “ even 
as,” in our every-day sense, mean likeneBS or re%emblance 
in action; e. g., the teacher takes in hand the pen, and 
before the eyes of the young pupil he writes a copy, and 
says to the pupil, “Now, you write ^ a§^^ or ^ even I 

do;” “hold your pen ^ as, or ^ even as,^ I do,” etc. In 
such instances as these it is obvious that the phrase means 
resemhlance or likeness in action. Rev. Richard Watson 
is exactly to the point here. He says, “ The particle 
aiffrep, Qiosyer^ even as^ does not here signify equality but 
resemblance ; an entire conformity to the full extent of our 
mental and moral capacity. Philo finely observes, ‘The 
best wish we can frame, and the very perfection of felicity, 
is a resemblance to God.^ 

The Greek word hosper^ here translated “ even 

as,” Greenfield thus defines: that is, in the same way 

or manner as^ Matt, vi, 2 ; xxiv, 38 ; as^ as it were^ like 
as^ 1 Thess. v, 3.” Groves defines it, like^ as indeed^ 
like as.^^ Dr. Robinson, “ As^ just as, like as, Matt, v, 48.” 
All these lexicographers, of good authority, give the one 
definition, ^^like asj’ which we will adopt as the proper 
meaning of the term in our text. We will also give some 
illustrations of its use, as such will serve yet more to 

^ Exposition in loco. 
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make our argument sure and sound: not sound a 

trumpet before thee [Sa-rcsp, like as, that is, in the same 
manner as] the hypocrites do,” Matt, vi, 2. When thou 
prayest thou shalt not be [&ff7Z£p, like as, or in the same 
MANNER as] the hypocrites are,” Matt, vi, 5. “ The Holy 

Ghost fell on them, [w^Tcsp, like as, or in the same man- 
ner AS,] on us at the beginning,” Acts xi, 15. “ He shall 
separate them one from another [jSxTTzsp, like as, or in the 
SAME manner as] a shepherd divideth his sheep from the 
goats,” Matt, xxv, 32. So we might go on to illustrate 
our word if more proof were needed. It (&(T 7 :£p, hosper^ 
occurs in the New Testament forty-two times. Thirty- 
nine times it is rendered as in our English version ; twice 
by the phrase even as, namely, in our text, and in Matt. 
XX, 28, Even as the Son of man came not to be min- 
istered unto once it is rendered like as, namely, Eom. 
vi, 4, That like as Christ was raised.” I think it can 
not be doubted that the phrase like as, or in the same 
manner as, which we have adopted, will give the precise 
sense and translation of the word in the forty-two places. 
We plainly see, then, that it means resemUance in action. 
It does not express equality, we most confidently think, 
in one instance. It means imitation in doing something. 
In view of these arguments, and bearing in mind also 
what has been said as to the context, we would under- 
stand our text thus : “ Be ye therefore [that is, it being so^ 
that God^s perfection consists in blessing both the evil 
and the good] perfect, [axnzzp, like as, or in the same 
MANNER as] your Father which is in heaven is perfect.” 
Imitate him in that complete godlike love which alone 
can make you the true friend and benefactor of your ene- 
mies! Imitate his acts of mercy. Be ye perfect in the 
same way or manner as God is. In still greater proof 
of the impending idea, it is remarkable that our Lord, in 
our text, calls him ^^your Father which is in heaven,” 
as if he had said, You are his adopted children through 
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grace, now imitate him as ye did in earthly things your 
earthly father.'' How the little child will imitate the fa- 
ther! so must the child of grace imitate his Father. 
When the soul — the internal man — is regenerated, the 
Holy Ghost makes that spiritual man to feel, to tJunh^ 
and to enjoy himself j to be like Christ, because he is re- 
newed into the Divine image. So, also, as to the outward 
man ; his acts must imitate Christ's acts ; that is, in plain 
words, the Christian must be like — IH THE same manner 
AS — Christ, both inside and outside. 

St. Paul hit the idea, more than once, precisely, and 
well did he understand the theology embraced in our text, 
when he said, ^^Be ye therefore owi\ followers 

[fitiiriral, mimetai^ imitators^ mimics^ of course not in the 
ludicrous sense] of God as dear children, \imitate their 
parents and partake of their example]." Eph. v, 1. Ob- 
serve that this text of St. Paul has a context^ as the word 
“ therefore " indicates. It is also the first verse of the 
chapter. The division of the Scripture into chapters 
separates this command from the context which justly, 
exegetically, and sensibly belongs to it, as found in the 
fourth chapter. The substance of this context, as to the 
theology, is just the same as that in our Lord’s sermon. 
For, first, in both instances their words are addressed 
to regenerated people, to be observed as the fruit of that 
state. Second. The sum and substance of the context in 
each case is love to our fellow-men, or, in other words, 
the keeping of the moral law. For, says the apostle, in 
the verse before our quotation, “Be ye kind one toward 
another, tender-hearted, eorgiving one another, even as 
[xadibqj^ kathos, IN THE SAME MANNER As] God for Christ’s 
sake hath forgiven you." Third. A third point of same- 
ness is, that forgiveness is inculcated as in our Lord’s 

^Such is the force of this word in very ma^ny places. See Matt, xxi, G, 
xxvi, 24, xsviii, 6 ; Mark ix, 13, xv, 8 j Epli. iv, IT j John 14, where it 
is rendered «a. These will suffice. 
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sermon. Fourth. It is in imitation of Grod forgiving them 
through Christ. Did not St. Paul here teach Christian 
perfection just as clearly and as forcibly as Christ in his 
Sermon on the Mount, in words exactly corresponding, 
and yet he did not use the word perfect wherein the 
debate at issue consists, but his idea is that of imitation? 
This imitation is abundantly taught by the apostles, who 
use the word /xi/MVjTTjq [niimetes] seven times, one of which 
is already quoted. Thus, ‘^Be ye followers [imiiators'l of 
me.’’ 1 Cor. iv, 16. “Be ye followers [imitators] of me, 

even as I also am [an imitator] of Christ.” 1 Cor. xi, 1. 
“And ye became followers [{7nitato7's] of us, and of the 
Lord, having received the word in much affliction, with 
joy in the Holy Ghost.” 1 Thess. i, 6. “For ye, 
brethren, became followers [imitato7's] of the Churches 
of God.” 1 Thess. ii, 14. “Be not slothful, but follow- 
ers [imitators] of them who through faith and patience 
inherit the promises.” Heb, vi, 12, “Who is he that 
will harm you, if ye be followers [imitator^ of that which 
is good?” 1 Peter hi, 13. This word Dr, Robinson 
defines, “Aw imitator, follower; in the ISTew Testament 
only in the phrase /icfxy]ry]<; ytvo/xat, to become an imitator, 
that is, to imitate; e. g., The verb ficfxio/xac, 

mimeomai, is the root of this noun, last considered. The 
same author defines it, “ Properly, to mimic, but in a good 
sense, that is, to imitate, to follow as an example.” It 
still holds out the idea of imitation. It occurs in the 
New Testament four times. Thus : “For yourselves know 
how ye ought to follow us, [imitate us,] for we behaved 
not ourselves disorderly among you.” 2 Thess. hi, 7. 
“ Not because we have not power, but to make ourselves 
an example unto you to follow [imitate] us.” Verse 9. 
“ Remember them which have the rule over you, vrho 
have spoken unto you the word of God; whose faith fol- 
low, [ffnitate[\ considering the end of their conversation.” 
Heb. xih, 7- “Beloved, follow [imitat^ not that which is 
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eyil, but that which is good.” 3 John, 11. Besides these, 
consider all those passages which include the idea of 
imitation in a general way, such as, “Be thou an ex- 
ample to the believers, in word, in conversation, in 
CHARITY,” etc. 1 Tim. iv, 12. “For I have given you 
an example, that ye should do as I have done to you.” 
John xiii, 15. “Take my yoke upon you, and learn of 
me: for I am MEEK and lowly in heart.”. Matt, xi, 29. 
The same thought is found in the Old Testament in all 
such passages as this, “ Ye shall be holy : FOR I THE 
Lord your God am holy.” Lev. xix, 2. 

(4.) Some who have maintained that this text teaches 
an inward work, as expressed by the word “perfect,” 
have also held that it is a promise and not a command, 
because the Greek verb esesilie, translated “ Be 

YE,” is in the future tense. Hence they give it the idea 
of a promise, the same in sense as “to sanctify you 
wholly f as they use and understand this phrase. They, 
therefore, translate it, theologically as well as verbally, 
“ Ye shall he perfect.” Mr. Wesley, in his notes, makes 
this a promise of perfection on condition, that is, if ye do 
those things mentioned in our Lord’s sermon which con- 
stitute .the context to this text, then, as a reward — as a 
result, he seems to design us to understand — Ye shall 
therefore he perfect. But in his Plain Account of Chris- 
tian Perfection, he regards the words of our text as a 
command that we should be perfect. Mr. Benson and 
Dr. Adam Clarke give it a future signification, and some 
of those mentioned regard it both as a promise and a 
command. Since this text is held as a strong proof of 
entire sanctification or Christian perfection, these terms 
being used interchangeably, to express an inward work 
of grace, since the idea of this text, as a promise, has 
had much attributed to it to favor Christian perfection, as 
thus subsequent and additional to the new birth, and since 
it is an open question, and not fully decided whether the 
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passage is to be taken as a promise in whole or in part, 
or whether it is to be understood wholly as a command, 
we propose to bring up the authority on both sides, and 
wherever the greater amount of evidence is, that side 
logically gains the question. 

In this contest most respectfully we remark, that Mr. 
Wesley, Mr. Benson, and Dr. Adam Clarke are against 
us. That is, they hold that our text, as well as a com- 
mand, has also a promissory character, some of them 
deeming it as such altogether, and some only in part. 
Here, then, are three great men who give, as such, their 
opinions. Now we shall meet these with human opinion 
also, and more of it in number and of quite respectable 
authority. After this we shall have quite a surplus of 
very good evidence to be applied wholly to our own favor. 
In this investigation we will present four classes of op- 
posing testimony. 

{a) The commentatorB. The point we wish to prove is, 
that notwithstanding the opinions of good and great men, 
and that some almost think it an unpardonable sin for a 
man to thinhfor himself, and that the verb in the Greek 
is in the future tense, it is not to be understood as a 
promise, but as a command. Rev. Richard Watson says, 
“The verb is in the future, but used Hehraiee {as a 
SeJbraism) for the imperative.”^ Here is our “standard 
author ” against the others. When the “ standards ” and 
Doctors disagree, must not the disciples think for them- 
selves? Besides him, we understand Henry, Doddridge, 
Barnes, Burkitt, and Dr. Thomas Coke to take the word 
in the sense of a command. For some of them are not 
only clear in expression, but they comment on our author-^ 
ized translation as it is, without criticism on the original. 
Here, then, it is presumable, are six commentators against 
three. Human opinion, especially when conflicting, being 
without authority, the question evidently can not be 

^ Exposition in loco. 
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decided by the commentators within our reach. Those 
who would hope for an inward spiritual blessing from the 
passage, in the sense of complete sanctity, simply because 
the verb is in the future, they therefore considering it a 
promise of such, ought, at least, to have their faith shaken 
in this direction on account of such a torrent of able and 
learned opinion against them, one of whom, as quoted, 
being a prominent and leading entire saiictificationist. 
We shall therefore present, as further opposing evidence, 
(6) Authorized translations of the Scripture. First. 
The fact that the authors of our received version of 
the Testament have translated the text, ye per- 

feety^ etc., where it was plain to their eyes that the 
Greek was in the future, they being excellent scholars, 
the presumption is altogether in our favor that they 
regarded it as a command, and so translated, that the 
English reader might understand it. Second. The Vul- 
gate or Latin version deserves notice. It reads thus : 
^^JSstote ergo vos perfecti^^^ Ye shall therefore he per- 
feet. This translation assumes this appearance not to 
indicate any thing like a future promise^ but it is that 
proper form of the Latin verb exactly suitable to what we 
understand that meaning to be which should be given to 
this text. If the translator had used the short form of 
the Latin imperative, este^ we should translate ye per- 
fecC^ But this would not have indicated the obedience 
which the text enjoins as a standing statute of God which 
men are commanded to observe and obey. The longer 
forms of the second person are used especially in refer- 
ence to future time ; e. g., in laios^ statutes^ and the like. 

In Latin, “ The imperative, both in the active and passive, 
has two forms : the imperative present and the imperative 
future. Both express a command, but also a wish, an ad- 
vice, or EXHORTATION. The difference of the two impera- 
tives is this : the imperative present expresses that some- 
*Dr. M’Clintock’s First Book in Latin, J 508, Rem. 2* 
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tiling is to be done directly or at once : as, lege^ read ! 
morere^ die ! or that a thing which exists at present is to 
continue to exist, as vive felix. The imperative future 
puts the COMMAND in connection with some other action, 
and expresses that something is to be done in future, 
when, or as soon as, something else has taken place. It 
is, however, not necessary that the other action should be 
expressed in words, but in many cases it is supplied by 
the mind.'’* Again: Hence the imperative future is 
properly used in contracts, laws, and wills, inasmuch 
as it is stipulated in them that things are to be done 
after a certain time; farther, in precepts and rules of 
conduct, that is, to express actions which are to be re- 
peated as often as the occasion occurs.”! From this it 
will be seen, as this is the “ imperative future,” that is, 
future form of the imperative mode, first, that it never 
expresses a promise^ but command^ ... a m’sA, 
an advice^ or exhortation/^ Secondly, that it is used “ in 
precepts and rules of conduct; that is, to express actions 
which are to be repeated as often as the occasion occurs.” 
That is, we are to be perfect, like as our Heavenly Father 
is perfect, just as often as we can confer a favor or bless- 
ing on our enemies, and such a desire to do good we must 
constantly maintain. We regard the imperative in this 
place, and in its future form, according to our learned 
author, as very expressive; for in using the form the 
translator evidently hit the true idea of the great Teach- 
er, in setting forth our obedience to the precepts and 
rules of conduct.” It is enough that he used the impera- 
tive mode, and not the mere future tense of some other 
mode. Third. The German translation of this passage is 
very strong as a command^ and not a promise : ^^Darum 
sollt ihr vollhommen sepn” Therefore ye are obliged to be 
perfect The German auxiliary verb sollen, from which 
the form “ sollt/^ above given, is derived, is thus defined 

Zumpt’s Latin Orammar, 3 583. t I 

40 
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by Oelsclilager : he to; to owe; to he obliged^ sJiall; to 

he said Woodbury, speaking of the verb sollen^ says, 
The primary and prevalent use of sollen is to indicate 
OBLiaATlON or NECESSITY. What particular word or 
phrase shall be employed to translate it, in any given 
case, must be determined by circumstances. It is only 
necessary always to adhere to the •primary idea; for in 
whatever way expressed, that primary sense MUST be kept 
in view. The following examples will be sufficient to show 
this: Du sollst das thim. Thou art to (that is, art obliged 
to) do that.’'^ Three translations, at least, favor the idea 
of a command; with no propriety do we see how they 
can be understood to favor a promise. We shall offer as 
further opposing evidence to the text as a promise, 

(c) Grrammatieal authority. Professor Crosby says, 
wish is expressed either with or without a definite 
looking forward to its realization. In the former case, it 
is expressed by primary tense; in the latter case, by 
the secondary. In the former case, if the wish is ex^ 
pressed with an assurance that it will be realized, the 
indicative future is used.^f As an example, he quotes 
and translates a passage in Plato’s Protagoras, 338, a: 

St; oZu 7 iot:jff$r£j xa\ itsidsijOi p,ot^ thus then [you will do] dOy 
and listen to meP Here is the future used for a com- 
mand — that is, for the imperative. The Savior evidently 
wished” his disciples to be perfect. He surely wished 
it with a definite looMng fonvard to its realization ; ex- 
pressing a wish with an assurance that it tvould he real- 
ized^ he used the indicative future. So says the poet: 

He wills that I should holy be.” This savors none of 
the doctrine of a promise, even under the milder idea of 
a wish. The reputable Dr. Winer says, “In Greek usage 
the future is a milder mode of expressing commands and 
incitements than the imperative. (Matth. 11, 1122, Bern- 

Woodbury’s Oermau Grammar, J 83, Rem. 13. 
t Q-reek Orammar, | 597, 
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hardy 378, comp. Sintenis ad Pint Themist., p. 175.) 
Accordingly some will interpret Matt, v, 48, ecsaOs oZv 
6;isLg Ti},ecoc ; you will therefore [I expect it of you] le per- 
fed, comp. Xen. Cyr. 8, 3, 47. But this requirement, an 
imitation of the words in Lev. xi, 46, might be designedly 
used as the future for the imperfect. But in the Old 
Testament passages containing legal requirements, (com- 
pare the quotations in Matt, v, 21, Acts vii, 37, xxiii, 5, 
Rom; vii, 7, xiii, 9; compare also Heb. xii, 20, Fritzsche 
ad Mr. p. 524,) the future is rather stronger than the im- 
perative; thou wilt not hill, (where the not killing is rep- 
resented as a fiiture act, and consequently unalterable,) 
that is, thou shalt not kill.”* 

A few remarks are needed on this quotation. First. 
He refers to Lev. xi, 46, which is verse 45 in our version 
of the Bible, and also in my copy of the Hebrew Bible.f 
The reference is either erroneous or he has followed an- 
other edition of the Hebrew text; the meaning, however, 
is clear. Second. He says the “ future for the imperfect.” 
By the word “imperfect,” he meant the Hebrew “rela- 
tive future,” as Dr. Nordheimer calls it, or “ vav consecu- 
tive of the perfect^ as Gesenius terms it. The Hebrew 
scholar knows what these phrases mean. For the satis- 
faction of the English reader, it is sufiScient to say, that 
it is a peculiarity in the Hebrew language whereby a per- 
fect tense of a verb is changed into a future ; that is, per- 
fect in form, but future in signification. This passage to 
which he refers in Leviticus reads thus: “Ye shall there- 
fore be holy, for I am holy.” The verb, here translated 
ye shall he, in the Hebrew is yithem, which 

is the relative future. Dr. Winer calls it the imperfect, 
because Hebrew authors call the verb in this form by 
different names. Dr. Nordheimer calls that the future 
which Gesenius calls the imperfect. Hence what the 

* Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, § 44, 3. 

t Theile’s edition, Leipsic, 1849. 
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former would call a relative future^ tlie latter, analogic- 
ally, would call the relative imperfect And omitting the 
word “relative” in both instances, the future of Dr. 
Nordheimer’s expression is the imperfect in that of Ge- 
senius’s. We see, therefore, that Dr. Winer, supposing 
him to use grammatical terms as Gesenius did, is made, 
virtually, to say that St. Matthew used the Greek future 
for the Hebrew future ; and that he used it in imitation 
of the words in Leviticus. But in Leviticus the passage 
is a command to be outwardly holy, as opposed to the 
idolatry forbidden in its context, where it says, Ye shall 
not make yourselves abominable with any creeping thing 
that creepeth,” etc. This command, to which Dr. Winer 
refers, was given to the children of Israel consequent on 
the statement of what the Lord had done for them — “ I 
am the Lord that bringeth you up out of the land of 
Egypt, to be your God; ye shall therefore be holy.” 
Verse 45. And says Dr. Nordheimer, “A command 
issued as the consequence of some preceding statement 
frequently begins with a relative future.”* Here he 
gives several examples of the relative future correspond- 
ing, precisely, to the use of it in the passage in question ; 
as, “ Oireumeise therefore the foreskin of your 

heart,” Deut. x, 16 ; “ Therefore love thou Ihe 

Lord thy God^ and keep charge/^ Deut. xi, 

1; ^^Aet therefore according to thy wisdom^^ 1 

Kings, ii, 6. 

We, therefore, come to this conclusion, that Dr. Winer 
understood St. Matthew, in our text, to use the future 
^'in imitation of the words in Leviticus,” as an imperative^ 
as was the custom of the Hebrews. This is quite appar- 
ent from the fact that he is treating of the us.e of the 
future as an imperative in the place where we quote him, 
and where he actually names the very passage — Matt, v, 
48 — ^in question. This he does where he speaks of the 

^See Critical Heb. Grammar, Vol. ii, § 986, 2. 
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future being stronger than the imperative. Therefore, we 
have seen that both Dr. Ifordheimer and Dr. Winer, com- 
paring the passage in Leviticus with our text, hold that 
the Hebrews used the relative future of their language for 
the imperative^ the latter holding that St. Matthew imi- 
taied that usage. This may seem very likely when we 
remember that Christ, who speaks to the Jews in Matthew 
in the Greek, was the “ Angel of the Lord,’^ of the Old 
Testament, that spoke to the same people, as a nation, in 
the Hebrew, at which time he gave them the same theol- 
ogy that he preaches on the mount. How reasonable that 
he should imitate the ancient Hebrew by using the future 
for the imperative! Rev. Richard Watson well remarks, 
in his Introduction to St. Matthew’s Gospel, that was 
in the first place designed for the Jews;” the people 
who, from of old, had received this mode of expression, 
and understood it. And as Dr. Nordheimer says, above 
quoted, that command issued as the comequence of 
some preceding statement, frequently begins with a rela- 
tive future,” we may ask, is not our text in Matt, v, 48, 
most assuredly a Hebraism, as Mr. Watson says, from the 
fact that Christ ‘‘issued” “commands,” as “preceding 
statements,” in the context, saying, “Love your enemies,” 
etc. ? The passage, both as to words and context, agrees 
with that in Leviticus. 

{d) As a fourth opposing evidence, we present now 
the Scriptural use of the future tense. We have given 
under letter (c) in the quotation from Dr. ISTordheimer, 
both authority as to Hebrew usage, and, also, as to the 
Scriptural use of the future for the imperative. The Old 
Testament abounds with such authority, and it receives 
the sanction of all good Hebrew grammarians. The four 
verbs above given in the Hebrew, namely, eircumeisey love, 
keep, and act, stand respectively in the Septuagint in the 
future, although the sense is imperative. Thus: Ttsptrsfj,- 
st(T0s, W^e now call attention to 
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some places in tlie New Testament, included in the paren- 
thetic part of the quotation above given from Dr. Winer. 
He gives them his sanction, as being passages like the 
text in question, where the future is used for the impera- 
tive; that is, for commanding. He mentions Matt, v, 
21, ‘^It was said by them of old time, thou shalt not 
kill 4>()veu(T£i<;^ the future for the imperative ; for surely 
this is not a promise. He also mentions Acts vii, 37, 
A prophet shall the Lord your God raise up, . . . 

him shall ye hear;’^ the future again. And 

Acts xxiii, 5, “ Thou shalt not speak future] evil 

of the ruler of thy people,” So Rom. vii, 7, “Except 
the law had said, Thou shalt not covet;” i-cdu/jiTja-scq^futurey 
to express command. He also refers to Rom. xiii, 9, 
“ Thou shalt not commit adultery, Thou shalt not kill, 
Thou shalt not steal. Thou shalt not bear false witness, 
Thou shalt not covet, . . . Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself.” Here the future is found in the 
Greek six times, as it is in the English, to express a com- 
mand. And these commands, as quoted by the apostle, 
are found in the Decalogue, in the Hebrew, to be in the 
future, and so Dr. Nordheimer says, “ Prohibitory com- 
mands are always made by means of the future, with 
bK or Kb, (^al or Zo,) not”^ In the above instances the 
"‘ prohibitory commands” of God are given in the future 
of their respective verbs, and the apostle in the next verse 
says, “Love is the fulfilling of the law,” yet the law 
taken in all its parts, as above quoted from the apostle, 
is set forth in the future. Hence, observe the close an- 
alogy in the words of St. Paul, to those of our Lord in 
Matt, v, 48. In the beginning of the immediate context 
to this passage Christ begins, “Te have heard that it 
hath been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbor,” using the 
future. He then gives the same in substance that St. 
Paul gives, and sums it up in one command in the future, 

Hebrew Grummar, J 996, 
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shall he 'perfeetP Paul, also, declares the sum of 
the law in one command, in the future, ^^Thou shall love 
thy neighbor as thyself Since Scripture is the best 
proof, we may observe what is in the context. It has 
already been shown that our text has a context^ indicated 
by the word “ therefore,” and that the command to be 
perfect is the sum and substance of the context expressed 
generieally in the one word “ perfect.” The command of 
our text sums up all the context as far back as to the begin- 
ning of our Lord’s discourse. Now, those who take our 
text in the sense of a promise, themselves agree that the 
perfection spoken of is a resemblance to God, an imitation 
of God’s acts of mercy, goodness, and love. Yet in all 
these places in the context, 'where the parts of the moral 
law are substantially expressed, they are in the form of 
commands^ and not in the form of promises. How, then, 
when the sum of them all is contained in our text, can 
those who pronounce it a promise maintain their ground? 
Por if it be such, they must throw away the context en- 
tirely, For it is simply condensed in the declaration, 
“Be ye thbkbfobb pekbeot.” This being so, we can 
not interpret our text in any other sense than that which we 
give its constituent parts in the context. If it is a prom- 
ise its parts must be. And apart from its context, we can 
no more interpret our text than he who has never seen it. 

(5.) The identical account in St. Luke vi, 36, being a 
record of the same sermon of our Lord by another histo- 
rian equally credible, completely explodes the idea of 
those who think our text in Matthew is to be understood 
as a promise. Luke has it, “Be ye therefore merciful, 
as your Father also is merciful.” A few things as to this 
passage are to be considered, {a) Our brethren who hold 
to the doctrine of Christian perfection or entire sanctifi- 
cation, which are one and the same, as a greater internal 
work of the Holy Spirit than regeneration, entirely dis- 
tinct from, and subsequent thereto, themselves admit this 
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passage in Luke, and our text in Matt, v, 48, to be the 
same in signification, the same in theology, and in every 
other feature, except that the two evangelists used differ- 
ent words to express the true sense of our Lord’s ser- 
mon. Rev. Richard Watson, in his exposition of Luke 
vi, 36, speaks of ^‘tJie parallel place in Matthew, where 
he means Matt, v, 48. Nor would any fair reasoner on 
sacred things presume to deny the fact that both evangel- 
ists gave the one meaning of the same sermon in differ- 
ent words, (6) The passages have, in substance, the one 
context, so far as it relates to the sense, we may say word 
for word, (c) The word (e$estlie^ ye shall he, in 

Matthew, which several able scholars and critics take to 
indicate a promise^ simply because it is in the future, and 
because they ovexdook the fact that it is a Hebraism, is 
wholly wanting in Luke, and HusirOs^ {ginesthe^ become ye^ 
used in its place. This is translated “ be ye ’’ in our ver- 
sion. Is not this enough to ruin their view, so far as 
they look for any thing in the corresponding text in Mat- 
thew to support them under the idea of a promise? It 
is sufficient to notice that St. Luke uses the imperative 
mode, and not the future for the imperative, as Matthew 
did; a fact that will settle the opinions of those who 
maintain that the latter teaches a promise because he used 
the future. In what Greek or Hebrew Grammar shall we 
find it taught that the imperative mode indicates a prom- 
ise ? Where shall we find an example ? As to the form 
of the verb used by St. Luke, we may apply the words 
of Hr. Winer : “ The imperative present denotes an action 
being now done, or continuing, or often repeated.”^' 
Are not our acts of mercy to be often repeated f (d) St. 
Luke employs the word hathosy translated AS, instead 
of ScTcspy hospevy which is in Matthew. The former, how- 
ever, is to he taken in the very same sense which we have 
given the latter. Of this word, Dr. Robinson says it 

^ Idioms, g. 44, 5, b. 
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properly implies manner.” It is a word quite regular 
in its meaning ; it is found in tlie original of tlie New 
Testament one hundred and eighty-two times ; it is ren- 
dered in our authorized version by the word how once, 
once by the phrase according io, four times by according 
as, once by when, twenty-four times by even as, and one 
hundred and fifty-one times by the word as. Perhaps in 
all these last instances, as in the passage in question, this 
term as has the force of like as, or in the same man- 
ner AS. ye therefore merciful in the same man- 

ner AS your Father,” etc. “ In the same manner as 
Moses lifted up the serpent,” etc. {e) Instead of the 
word riXsLot, (teleioi,) perfect, as found in St. Matthew, St. 
Luke uses oUripixovBq ^ {pikiirmones^ merciful. Here St. 
Luke just agrees in sense with St. Matthew. Mr. Wat- 
son very correctly observes, ''For 'perfect’ St. Luke 
uses ' merciful the meaning being the same. It is the 
Divine perfection of love which we are to imitate, in 
its PRINCIPLE and in its acts. 'God,’ says Augustine, 
'is perfect in mercy, both in pardoning and in conferring 
benefits; so be you perfect, both in forgiving wrongs, and 
in conferring your favors and benefits upon such as need 
them.’”^ 

One of two things, therefore, this argument requires of 
those who hold that St. Matthew is to be understood in 
the sense of a promise. Either to say that the passages 
are not the one thing in substance, being a particular 
part of Christ’s Sermon on the Mount, wherein he incul- 
cates acts .of love and mercy, or else to say that the 
phrase, "Be ye therefore merciful,” is also a promise! 
If they say the former, let us then mutually agree that 
there are no accounts, at all, mentioned in the Gospels 
which are related by any more than one of the evangel- 
ists! If they claim the latter, we may also mutually 
grant that there are no commands, at all, in the Bible, as 

* Exposition loco , 

41 
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to OTir outward duty as Christians — that the Decalogue 
contains ten promius ! If Matthew, by our text, meant 
a promise, so did Luke ; if he did not, neither did Luke. 
But since the latter can not be taken as a promise, the 
former can not. We have written at length on this point, 
because we understand some to regard our text in Mat- 
thew as a promise that we shall he perfect — that is, wholly 
sanctified^’ — as a second blessing, on condition that we do 
the things which our Lord teaches in his sermon, as the 
immediate context to this text; as if he had said, ‘^Do all 
these things which I command you, and then if ye do, 
I will in return give you the Holy Spirit inwardly/, in 
the sense of ^entire sanctification’ — will ^sanctify you 
wholly.’ ” This is really the sense in which we under- 
stand some who write on our text in Matthew. E. g., 
Mr. Wesley says, ‘‘How wise and gracious is this, to sum 
up, and, as it were, seal all his commandments with a 
promise! Even the proper promise of the Gospel! that 
he will put those lam in our minds^ and write them in our 
hearts We think the reader is perhaps now ready to 
agree with us that our text is a command. So Dr. Peck 
understood it. He makes it one of his “ direct Scrtp- 
TUEE proofs ” of an hiward work of grace over and above 
regeneration ! Ought not such writers to give us a work 
on Christian mercifulness,” in order to be consistent, 
and make this doctrine synonymous with “ Christian per- 
fection ” and entire sanctification,” and make all three 
subsequent to regeneration, as an inward and thorough 
work of the Holy Spirit, destroying all sin from the soul 
of him who is BORN of God, and urge men every-where 
to seek it by faith till they find it, and bring up St. 
Luke vi, 36, as “direct Scripture proof!” We mean 
proof of the attaiuableness of a state of entire ” merci- 
fulness ^4n this life!” 

We finally conclude that our text in Matt, v, 48, has 

Notes in, loco. 
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not been very critically examined by those who have writ- 
ten in suppoi't of Christian perfection. It looks some- 
what suspicious as a text to sustain that doctrine. Like 
other proof-passages of such an inward grace, it turns out 
to prove the outward part of Christian life, and is, there- 
fore, in our favor instead of being against us. 

The word riXsto^, (teleios,) perfect, occurs in the New 
Testament nineteen times. In Matt, v, 48, w'e have just 
examined it, as applied to man. In that same verse it is 
applied to the Father. Seventeen passages still remain, 
which we wdll soon dispose of. In James i, 4, it is ap- 
plied to work “ Let patience have her perfect work 
in verse 17 to ^^gift;” Every perfect gift is from 
above in verse 25 to “law:” “Perfect law of liberty.” 
Rom. xii, 2, it is used with “will:” “Perfect will of 
God.” Heb. ix, 11 : “ More perfect tabernacle.” In 1 
Cor. xiii, 10, it is applied to the abstract: “When that 
which is perfect is come.” Here are six passages more 
in which it is not once used to qualify men, but things, 
and hence no argument is needed. James iii, 2 : ^^If any 
man ojffend not in word, the same is a perfect man.” 
Dr. Clarke says, “ To understand this properly, we must 
refer to the caution Sti James gives in the preceding 
verse: Be not many masters, or teachers. Do not aifect 
that for which you are not qualified; because, in your 
teaching, not knowing the heavenly doctrine, ye may sin 
against the analogy of faith. But, says he, if any man 
offend not, {ov jzraUc, trip not, h in doctrine, teaching 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth; the 
same is riXstog avijp, a man fully instructed in Divine things. 
How often the term koyo^, logos, which we render word, 
is used to express doctrine, and the doctrine of the Gos- 
pel, we have seen in many parts of the preceding comment. 
And how often the word rikew<;, teleios, which we translate 
perfect, is used to signify an adult Christian — one thor- 
oughly instructed in the doctrines of the Gospel, may be 
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seen in various parts of St. Paul’s writings. See, among 
others, 1 Cor., ii, 6 ; xiv, 20 ; Eph. iv, 13 ; Phil, iii, 15 ; 
Col. iv, 12 ; Heb. iv, 14. The man, therefore, who ad- 
vanced no false doctrine, and gave no imperfect view of 
any of the great truths of Christianity, that man proved 
himself thereby to be thoroughly instructed in Divine 
things; to be no novice, and, consequently, among the 
many teachers ^ to be a perfect master^ and worthy of the 
sacred vocation.” In this note of Dr. Clarke, including 
the passage on which the note is given, he refers to seven 
passages in which, in every instance, he regards the word 
rihioq^ (teleios,) perfect, as signifying perfection in knowl- 
edge; that is, in the knowledge of the Gospel, as opposed 
to Jewish and false doctrines. His favorite words are 

thoroughly instructed.” By this phrase he defines it in 
several of the passages referred to. And the six refer- 
ences, in the above quotation, except Col. iv, 12, are held 
in the same sense by Dr. Robinson, in his Greek and En- 
glish Lexicon of the New Testament. At the second 
definition of the word riXscoq^ teleios, he says, Of full 
age, adult, full grozvn; of persons. ... In New 
Testament tropically of persons full-grown in mind and 
understanding, rau 1 Cor. xiv, 20 ; or in knowledge 
of the truth, 1 Cor. ii, 6, Phil, iii, 15, Heb. v, 14 ; or in 
Christian faith and virtue, Eph. iv, 13.” Since, therefore, 
these great men settle these many of the passages which 
contain our word, we need not argue it, having them, at 
least thus far, in our favor. Fifteen of the nineteen pas- 
sages containing the word we will now regard as settled. 
In none of them have we any reason to believe that the 
perfection intended has any such a sense as that which 
men mean by what they have been accustomed to call 
“ Christian perfection,” as an inward work. 

The remaining four texts we will now briefly examine. 
Matt, xix, 21: ^^If thou wilt be perprct, .go 

and sell what thou hast, and give to the poor,” etc. We 
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remark, Pirst. This passage teaches Christian perfection, 
as much as any passage in the Bible; but why is it that 
writers on the subject do not quote this as a proof-pas- 
sage? Does not Christ here teach a man how to be a 
PERFECT Christian, not in knowledge, but on the simple 
condition of, “If thou wilt?” Second. It is manifest that 
if taken as a proof-passage of Christian perfection, by 
those who may claim any force from the word as to an 
inward work, and subsequent to regeneration, it will prove 
too much. Por, while they hold that Christian perfection 
is attainable hy faiths it is here clearly taught hy worhs: 
by selling what one has and giving to the poor, in such 
cases as this where one makes his possessions his god. 
Third. Since it is Christian perfection hy worhs^ it just 
agrees with our exposition of Matt, v, 48, and; moreover, 
it has the sanction of both Mr. Wesley and Mr. Watson, 
if we regard Christ in this place as teaching Christian 
perfection as the fruit and proof of justifying faith. For, 
if our Lord did not teach it in this sense, his expression 
must be taken in the sense of obtaining salvation by 
works, and, therefore, would be contradicted by all the 
rest of the Bible as to justification by faith. Those who 
hold Christian perfection to be a great extra work in the 
soul, are contradicted, not only by this text, which shows 
it to be by -works, but also, if they should follow' Mr. 
Wesley and Mr. Watson, they w'ould come over on our 
side and hold the doctrine to be the outward acts of 
morality, which must not be done as the moralist and 
ostentatious Pharisees do such acts, but as the fruit of 
the Divine image within the heart. On the words of our 
Lord, If thou wilt enter into life keep the commandments^ 
Mr. Wesley says, “Prom a principle of loving faith. 
Believe, and thence love and obey. And this undoubtedly 
is the way to eternal life. Our Lord therefore does not 
answer ironically, which had been utterly beneath his 
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character, hut gives a plain, direct, serious answer to 
a serious question/’ 

We conclude from this that Mr. Wesley understood our 
Lord to teach, that the young ruler was to keep the com- 
mandments from a j^rineiple of loving faith. To sell what 
he had and to give to the poor would have been a com- 
plete proof of the sincerity of such faith. And since all 
the commandments are fulfilled in the one word love, this 
selling of his property, and parting from his bosom sin, in 
benevolent contributions to the poor, would have been the 
fulfillment of the moral law. This done from faith/’ 
as Mr. Wesley has it, we hold to be Christian perfection. 
The law must be fulfilled in this sense before we can enter 
eternal glory. We must be perfect. Reader, let go the 
w^orld. Love it not. Christ thy Gon says sell it. Help 
the poor and the needy for his sake. Mr. Watson gives 
a long and good exposition of this passage. We will 
quote a few words, “ The answer of our Lord is not to 
be understood as given with reference to the covenant of 
works, the ground on which some commentators place it, 
under the idea that if it was a serious and not a hypo- 
thetic direction, it would be inconsistent with the doctrine 
of justification by faith. • The answer is to be considered 
with reference to the young man’s question, which was, 
not, ^How shall I be justified?’ but ‘How shall I enter 
into eternal life/ or be finally saved ? It is in no respect, 
therefore, an answer inconsistent with Christian doctrine, 
which, while it teaches that we are justified by faith only, 
as strongly enjoins that, if we would enter into life, and 
be finally saved, we must keep the commandments. The 
connection of this obedience with the atonement, and the 
work of the Holy Spirit in the heart, it is true, is not 
fully brought forward; but nothing is said contrary to 
either, and the case did not as yet require farther doctrinal 
explanation.”* 


* Exposition m loco. 
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This much from Mr. Watson teaches us, that the drift 
of our Lord^s conversation with the ruler was as to the 
Tze&ping of the Divine law or commandments as the evi- 
dence of justifying faith. This may be expressed, in 
short, by one loving Christ so as to make a full sacrifice 
of all that he calls his, of loving the poor, the distressed, 
and THE OPPRESSED, unto the giving of all — ^unto the ful- 
filling of the moral law upon them in acts of mercy and 
love for Christ’s sake. This we understand to be the 
view both of Mr. Wesley and Mr. Watson as to this per- 
fection. What difficulty we have occasionally to keep these 
great and good men from incidentally coming in and run- 
ning off with our view of the question ! Here is Christ’s 
view of Christian perfection again taught, as consisting in 
outward acts of love, just as he taught it in his sermon in 
Matt. V, 48, and as Luke expresses the same in the cor- 
responding passage by the word merciful. Those who 
hold the doctrine to be an inward work of the Holy Spirit, 
and distinct from the new birth, ought to take this passage 
as one of the “ Direct Scripture Proofs ” of their posi- 
tion, and do the best they can with it ; for it is a text in 
which our Lord taught Christian perfection, Mr. Wesley 
and Mr. Watson themselves being judges, just as clearly 
as he taught it in Matt, v, 48, and in Luke vi, 36, in all 
which places it consists in legal obedience manifested in 
acts of charity and mercy. Why do such writers omit 
this passage? It suits us exactly. Further, Col. i, 28; 
^^Whom we preach, warning every man, and teaching 
every man in all wisdom ; that we may present every man 
PERFECT [riAetov] in Christ Jesus.” 

1. This text does not teach Christian perfection as 
some use this word. It is here the result of being 
warned and taught^ -as the passage itself shows. It is 
represented as the work of St. Paul, and other ministers, 
and not as the work of the Holy Spirit. 

2. If Christian perfection be a thorough work of God 
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in the soul^ consisting of the destruction of all sin, then, 
truly, such a doctrine has no place here ; for, in chapter 
ii, 13, of this Epistle, there is as strong language em- 
ployed to express a perfect work of grace in the heart, 
as any writer on complete sanctity can employ: ^^And 
you being dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of 
your flesh, hath he quicreneu tooether with him, hav- 
ing forgiven you all trespasses.” Now more than this 
seems really inconceivable. Then, why should the apos- 
tle ^^warn” and teach” the Church that they might 
obtain what they already possessed? If they needed the 
finishing stroke to sin, which our brethren call ‘^entire 
sanctification,” that need supposes sin to be yet in them as 
believers ; for sin in. believers is the creed, in order to 
make room for “entire sanctification.” But our quota- 
tion says that they were forgiven “all trespasses” or 
sins; therefore, to say that sin was in them, granting 
that they had not backslidden, is to contradict St. Paul, 
and there is an error somewhere. Even if we should ad- 
mit that in all the Apostolic Churches there were envy- 
ings, coveioicsness, and fornication, and all such things, 
surely we are not to attribute such sins to believers; we 
must attribute them either to such as enter “ not by the 
door into the sheep-fold, but climbeth up some other way 
to such, too, as Jude speaks of when he says, “ There are 
certain men crept in unawares, . . . ungodly 
men,” or else attribute such iniquity to men who, like 
Judas, had fallen by transgression. When the apostles 
point out and denounce evils in the Church, in a general 
tvay, speaking to the people en masse, we must not apply 
the sins thus spoken of to individual believers, Por 
instance, it is hinted to a faithful pastor that one of his 
flock becomes occasionally intoxicated; granting him a 
Church relation under the circumstances, the preacher de- 
nounces the crime of drinking in strong terms in his pub- 
lic ministrations. Is the stranfirer who hannens to be 
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present, and hears the discourse, to suppose that his en- 
tire congregation are drunkards f Surely not. Such a 
position would prove too much; for if the whole Corinth- 
ian Church was guilty of what Paul described when he said, 
‘^Nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor 
extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God’^ — Cor. vi, 
10 — then the whole Church at that time was only ripe 
for eternal banishment from God. The doctrine of sin in 
believers from such considerations as these facts can not 
stand. Moreover, there is abundant proof to show, that 
both in the Jewish and Christian Churches, their sins are 
to be attributed to a loiched part, and not to the pious 
whole, {a) Dr. Hibbard properly says, The Israelites 
were declared a hol^ people, not because they were all 
morally holy; par prom it; but because by profession 
they belonged to God, who had separated them from all 
other nations, and sanctified them unto himself by exter- 
nal rites ; because they professed the true religion, which 
MANY among them really attained in an illustrious de- 
gree/^* Thus some were in the Jewish Church not as 
the pure in heart, but by mere profession; and, alas I 
such has always been the case, even to the present day. 
(J) The Scripture is full and plain on this point ; e. g., 
there were several wicked kings in Israel, as Jehoahez, 
Hoshea, and others, who “ did that which was evil in the 
sight of the Lord,” In 1 Kings, chapter xix, many are 
represented of the true Israel as sinning against God in 
the worship of Baal ; but God said, ^‘I have left me seven 
thousand in Israel, all the knees which have not bowed 
unto Baal.” The point is clear that ALL Israel did not 
sin ; but some of them. The devout ones remained pure. 
“With whom was he grieved forty years? was it not 
with THEM THAT HAD SINNED, whose carcasses fell in the 
wilderness?” Heb. iii, 17; and verse 16 says, “Por 
SOME, when they had heard, did provoke: howbeit, not 
jkristiRa Baptism, p. 136. 
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ALL that came out of Egypt by Moses.’^ Paul says, 
SOME [not all] are puffed up.” 1 Oor. iv, 18. In 
chapter v, 1, he says, “there is fornication among you.” 
Were they all such? Kay. Eor he specifies the case: 
“That ONE should have his father’s -wife.” Mr. Wesley 
says they ought to have “expelled that notorious sin- 
ner from” the “communion.” If he was a “notorious 
sinner,” it was not a case of “sin in believers.” The 
partitive some is a good index to the idea in question. 
It was “some” that murmured against God of old. 1 
Cor. X, 10. It was some that were infidel as to the x'es- 
urreetion of the dead. 1 Cor. xv, 12. “From which 
SOME having swerved have turned aside unto vain jang- 
ling.” 1 Tim. i, 6. On this verse Mr. Wesley says, 
“An affectation of high and extensive knowledge sets a 
man at the greatest distance from faith, and all sense of 
Divine things.” So this “ vain jangling ” in the passage 
was not in a believer, but in a hachslider. What is our 
conclusion, then, as to the text in Colossians ? It is this : 
God had forgiven them all trespasses. Internal purity 
was then complete, if they had kept the faith. There 
was no 'need of an additional purity to that of their 
regeneration. There is, therefore, no sensible significa- 
tion to be given to the phrase, “ That we may present 
every man perfect in Christ,” as to the adjective in 
question, but a perfection “ in all wisdom,” as the text 
says — a completeness in Christian accomplishments, such 
as doctrines and duties. So Dr. Robinson properly 
classes the passage with Matt, v, 48 ; Luke vi, 36 ; and 
Matt, xix, 21, 

James i, 4: “Let patience have her perfect work, that 
ye may be' perfect and entire, wanting nothing.” We 
remark, First. The w^hole context and general scope of 
the apostle show that this perfection consists in the 
feeling of patience; not in a second work in the soul. 
Second. St. James wrote his Epistle to give instruction 
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concerning the outward part of Christianity^ «s the fruit 
of the inward furity. Third. Dr. Adam Clarke, on the 
word “perfect,’^ in this text, says, Fully instructed in 
every part of the doctrine of God, and in his whole will 
concerning you.^’ From all these three points we con- 
clude an outward perfection to be intended. 

1 John iv, 18: ‘‘Perfect love casteth out fear.^’ Here 
the apostle speaks of perfect love. This, of course, is the 
greatest blessing conceivable for us in this life, as a work 
of grace in the heart — perfect love^ the sum of the whole 
moral law, of the whole revealed will of God to man, con- 
sisting of, first, supreme love to God; second, love to 
our neighbor, as we would love ourselves. Now, when a 
soul is regenerated, the perfect love of God is there; for 
“perfect love casteth out fear; and where there is a sound 
conversion, that soul knows no fear ; the whole Godhead 
is his that moment; God is his father; the Son is his 
present, fall, and precious Savior ; the Holy Ghost is his 
comforter, and thus he has all. In what sense, then, is 
the love of God, as “^shed abroad in the heart of one 
justified and regenerated said to be “perfect?’’ The an- 
swer is, God has abundantly taught in the Bible how every 
Christian must demonstrate by his outward life that he 
has the inward grace. “Let your light so shine,” etc. 
“Ye are the light of the world,” etc. “Walk worthy of 
the vocation wherewith ye are called,” etc. Now, since 
love is the sum of all the Divine requirements, if it be 
the fruit of a regenerated heart and so manifested, then, 
by such love, both toward enemies and friends, to the poor 
and the destitute, to the sick, the prisoner, and the down- 
trodden slave, we demonstrate our Christianity in the vital 
sense, just as Abraham did when he offered up his sou 
Isaac upon the altar, and so demonstrated to the world 
that he was a man approved of God about twenty-fivje 
years before, and remained such till that time. And for 
the supreme love which he had to God, he would take the 



492 REVIEW OF WESLEYAN PERFECTION. [Paet II. 

life of his own son to fulfill the higher love which he 
maintained toward God, his Heavenly Father. And thus 
“by works was faith [of twenty-five years’ standing] 
made perfect,” that is, demonstrated. And as our love is 
made thus perfect by acts of love to God, so, also, by 
acts of love to men is it made perfect. If we love one 
ANOTHER, God dwelleth in us, and his love is perfected 
in us.” 1 John iv, 12. So the perfect love of w^hich the 
apostle speaks in our text is fully explained in his own 
words without comment- This brings us to the end of 
our investigation of the word HXsco^, (teleios,) perfect. 

AVe see no place where it means a second, inward work 
of grace, as some understand it, in the nineteen passages 
w^here it is found. When it refers to the moral character 
of men, it is always . spoken of as the fruit of the regen- 
erated soul, or, in brief, in some other sense than would, in 
itself, indicate a work of the Holy Spirit in the heart 
subsequent and superior to the new birth. This being 
the case, our position is becoming stronger the further 
we advance, and the closer we investigate, while the view 
of our brethren, who think otherwise, becomes more and 
more lamentably weak. Is it not a po'werful presumption 
in our favor, that we have such an incalculable amount of 
evidence, scientific research, and incidental gleanings from 
the writings of entire sanctificationists themselves, every 
step making us stronger by the fairest and best established 
works and rules of criticism, which in most instances 
they have neglected to use in their arguments ? 

What but truth in our favor can account for the insu- 
perable difficulties which we have alleged against their 
theory in these consecutive arguments ? 
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ARGUMENT XXI. 

TeXstoTrji; — TEBEIOTES. 

The rsXstoTTjq, teleioteSy argument now claims attention. 
This word is found but twice in the New Testament ; we 
will notice it first in Col. iii, 14 : And above all these 
things put on charity \ry)v aydizr^j, love^ which is the bond 
of [zsXecoTTjTog, teleiotetos] perfectness.’’ In this Epistle 
St. Paul addresses a Christian Church “in Christ,” chap, 
i, 2; a Church “complete in him” — Christ — chap, ii, 10; 
who were of God forgiven “all trespasses,” chap, ii, 13; 
who by the one act of regeneration “ had put on the new 
man, which is renewed in knowledge after the image of 
him that created him,” chap, iii, 10. Then, as a fruit of 
this perfect purity of the soul, he says, “Put on there- 
fore, as the elect of God, holy and beloved, bowels of 
mercies, kindness, humbleness of mind,, meekness, long- 
suffering; forbearing one another, if any man have a 
quarrel against any : even as Christ forgave you, so also 
do ye.” Then, to crown all these good graces, and to 
comprehend all Christian duties in one word, he says, 
“ Above all these things,” just mentioned, “ put on love, 
which is,” ffvvdefffLot; TsXstunQTo^^ a bundle of perfectness^ 
the sum of completeness. That is, “bowels of mercies, 
kindness,” etc., are, as it were, the heads or the different 
straws in the sheaf; love is the bundle or sheaf itself, 
composed of all these good Christian graces and qualities, 
and this is called a “bond” or bundle “of perfectness.” 
Let no one find fault with us for interpreting by the word 
bundle^ and so presenting our view; for we do it, 1. Be- 
cause the context allows it, and perhaps the apostle de- 
signed this vei'y figure. 2. Because Greek nouns of the 
etymology of spidesmoSy express the “ effect, or 

object of the action” of the verb from which they are 
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derived, as well as the action of the verh.’"'^ This noun 
being derived from fruvSioj, {syndeo^ io hind together^ our 
translators and others seem to have taken as if express- 
ing the action of the verb, and so have translated it to 
express the hinder together^ and so a “ bond.’’ To these we 
do not at all object, but we suggest that it expresses the 
effect of the action of the verbal root, and hence means 
the thing bound up, as a sheaf, and so a bundle; that is, 
the sum of all the Cluustian’s good acts as the f7*uit8 of 
his regeneration. This view seems to us both etymolog- 
ical and expressive, while we can see no harm arising from 
it. 8. Other passages prove that we are correct, at least, 
in idea. Por “ the end,” scope^ sum, or as Dr. Robinson 
says, final purpose^'' “ of the commandment is charity,” 
love. 

But love, in the true Christian sense, is a bundle of 
something. That something is said to be ^^perfectness,” 
consisting in “bowels of mercies, kindness,” etc.; or, in 
the style of the logician, love is the genus, and all the 
other good graces in which it is manifested, such as “ bow- 
els of mercies, kindness,” etc., are the species. As the 
species are included in the genus, m the same manner as 
the parts are included in the whole, as the several straws 
are included in the sheaf or bundle, so mercy and kind- 
ness, and such like, are all embraced in the generic word 
love. Perfectness, then, as used in this text, is the fulfill- 
ment of the moral law, as the test of a regenerated soul — 
a completeness in good ivories. How this agrees with the 
sense we gave the kindred word rilsiox, {teleios^ perfect, 
in Matt, v, 48, and xix, 21, and sustained by the text 
parallel with the former passage in Luke vi, 36 ! 

Heb. vi, 1 : “ Therefore leaving the principles of the 
doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection, 
reksioTr^Ta^ not laying again the foundation of repentance 
from dead works, and of faith toward God.” This text 

^ Croslby's Greek Grammar, § 305, Rem. 



Aeg. XXI.] PEKI’ECTION AND SAXCTIEICATION. 495 

Dr. Peck makes his foundation or his motto in writing his 
work on Christian perfection; that is to say, he makes 
this passage his starting pointy and builds, as we under- 
stand him, his whole superstructure of Christian perfec- 
tion, as a theory, on this as his general text; thereby 
teaching an inward work of grace from this passage, as 
subsequent to regeneration. Where he speaks of the 
principles lohicTi we are to leave^^ giving the character 
of St. Paul, he says, The great apostle is not of that 
class of teachers who permit their pupils to be satisfied 
with themselves when they have but imperfectly learned 
their lesson, or suffer them to linger and doze over their 
work. His motto is, onward. He endeavors to rouse to 
action the dilatory, by pointing them to the vast hights 
which are before them, and which are to be ascended be- 
fore they can be ^perfect and entire, wanting nothing.’ The 
method pursued is, with almost the same breath to rebuke 
present defectiveness, and spur on to high attainments, to 
chide past negligence, and urge on to future fidelity and 
diligence.”* All this is very good in the abstract — quite 
a fine exhortation! It is the sense in which Dr. Peck 
represents the onwardness of St. Paul throughout, and the 
scope of his book that’ constitute the trouble, not only with 
the writer of these arguments, but with the Doctor’s read- 
ers in general. The onwardness in the mind of the Doc- 
tor, as one would suppose, was an advancing toward a 
work of the Holy Spirit in the heart, conceived of as 
greater than, and subsequent to, regeneration ; which his 
entire book shows. This, we hold, can not be the mean- 
ing of the phrase, ^^Let us go on unto perfection.^’ Sev- 
eral arguments may be adduced against it. 

1. The Hebrews, to whom this Epistle was written, 
were at that time Christians, and already in the regener- 
ate state, and so, as a work of grace in the heart, pure, 
cleansed in soul; granting that they had not backslidden 

^ Christian Perfection, p. 10, 
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from that state, they were all, as to purity of heart, that 
it is coRceivahle for a man to be at this side of eternal 
glory; for, as argued before, the word re-generation ad- 
mits of no variance either way; less than this blessing is 
NO regeneration ; more for a soul on earth is impossible. 
It is as unreasonable as to say that Christ, as a Divine 
Being, is more than Divine, since the soul born of God 
is in the moral image of Christ. Col. iii, 10. The reader 
will remember how it has been shown in these arguments 
that our pious brethren who advocate their theory of en- 
tire sanctification, have continually stumbled on this point, 
not being able to say one good thing of their great and 
extraordinary blessing, that can not be said of regenera- 
tion — this they insensibly and of necessity metamorphose 
into that. 

That the Hebrews were in a regenerate state when the 
apostle wrote to them, is obvious from internal evidence : 
“ Take heed, brethren, lest there be in any of you an evil 
heart of unbelief, in departing from the living God. But 
exhort one another daily, while it is called to-day ; lest any 
of you be hardened through the deceitfulness of sin. Dor 
we are made partakers of Christ, if we hold the beginning 
of our confidence steadfast to the end.” Chap, iii, 12—14. 
This is sufficient proof. The same is acknowledged by all 
who take this Epistle into consideration. Dr. Peck says, 
“ The Epistle to the Hebrews is suited to the character of 
such as had been really converted firom Judaism, and had 
experimentally ^received the knowledge of the truth.’ In 
the opening of the third chapter, the apostle calls those he 
addresses ^holy brethren,’ a designation which could with 
no propriety be given to ^the unbelieving Jews,’ as is sup- 
posed by Dr. Macknight, but which supposes that they had 
in a good sense ‘ been once enlightened, and tasted of the 
heavenly gift.’ 

Mr. Wesley says of this Epistle, ^^It was sent to the 

^Christian Perfection, p. 7. 
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Jewish Hellenistic Christians dispersed through various 
countries.”'^ Mr. Benson says, “ It must have been writ- 
ten to the Hebrews, or converts from Judaism to CKristi- 
anity.”f Mr. Watson says, “There has been some little 
doubt concerning the persons to whom this Epistle was ad- 
dressed ; but by far the most general and most probable 
opinion is, that it was vrritten to those Christians of 
Judea who had been converted to the Gospel from Juda- 
ism.’^J Mr. Horne says, “ The Hebrews, to Avhom this 
Epistle is addressed, were Jewish Christians, residing in 
Palestine.”§ Now, the substance of these statements of 
eminent Biblical scholars and critics is, that the Hebrews 
were already Christians when the Epistle was written to 
them. Consequently, we do not see what need they had 
of going on unto perfection in the sense of a second inter- 
nal blessing, in which signification Dr. Peck and others hold 
the word 2 :}erfeetion. For they were “partakers of the 
heavenly calling,” and they had “Jesus Christ as their 
Apostle and High-Priest.” St. Paul did not urge the He- 
brews on unto Christian perfection so called, but his theme 
was,' “ Take heed, brethren, lest there be in any of you an 
evil heart of unbelief, in departing from the living God.” 
This introduces us to, 

2. The SCOPE of the Epistle which is against Dr. Peck. 
The scope of our Epistle was not to set them to seeking 
Christian perfection, as our brethren interpret the phrase, 
but it was to teach them that they should advance in 
Christian knowledge and experience, as opposed to their 
ignorance respecting Jewish customs, and the “leaven 
of the Pharisees, which is hypocrisy,” and that they 
should, as Christians, become strong and full-grown in 
doctrines, especially as the Divinity of our Lord and Sav- 
ior, partaking of “strong meat.” The apostle designed 

See the beginning ef his ** Notes on the Epistle to the Hebrews.** 

•j- See Preface to the Epistle to the Hebrews.** 

J Theological Dictionary, Article Hebrews. 

^ Introduction to the Study of the Bible, p. 338. 

42 
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Christianity.” Dr. Adam Clarke says, “ Before I proceed 
to explain the different terms in these verses, it is nec- 
essary to give my opinion of their design and meaning : 
1. I do not consider them as having any reference to 
any person professing Christianity. 2. They do not be- 
long, nor are they applicable, to backsliders of any kind. 
3. They belong to apostates from Christianity; to such 
as reject the whole Ohdstian system, and its Author, the 
Lord Jesus. 4. And to those of them only who join with 
the blaspheming Jews, call Christ an impostor, and vindi- 
cate his murderers in having crucified him as a malefac- 
tor, and thus they render their salvation impossible, by 
willfidly and maliciously rejecting the Lord that bought 
them. No man believing in the Lord Jesus as the great 
sacrifice for sin, and acknowledging Christianity as a 
Divine revelation, is here intended, though he may have 
unfortunately backslidden from any degree of the salva- 
tion of Grod. The design of these solemn words is 
evidently, first, to show the Hebrews that apostasy from 
the highest degrees of grace was possible ; and that those 
who were highest in the favor of Grod might sin against 
him, lose it, and perish everlastingly. . . . Secondly, 

to warn them against such an awful state of perdition, 
that they might not be led away, by either the persuasions 
or persecutions of their countrymen, from the truth of the 
heavenly doctrine which had been delivered to ihemP 

Vfo see, therefore, that the internal evidence found in 
the Epistle itself, as interpreted, too, by learned comment- 
ators, proves that the scope of the passage was to warn the 
Hebrew Christians against final and willful apostasy. This 
is also the view which great men take of the whole Epistle 
as to its general scope. Mr. Benson says, “ The manifest 
design of St. Paul in this Epistle was to confirm the Jew- 
ish Christians in the faith and practice of the Grospel of 
Christ, from which they were in danger of apostatizing, 
either through the insinuations or ill treatment of their 
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persecutors, or to recover such as had apostatized.”* Mr. 
Watson says, “The general design of this Epistle was to 
confirm the Jewish Christians in the faith and practice of 
the Gospel, which they might be in danger of deserting, 
either through the persuasion or persecution of the unbe- 
lieving Jews, who were very numerous and powerful in 
Jude a.” t The reader will please read his whole article. 
Mr. Horne says, “ The occasion of writing this Epistle wull 
be sufiiciently apparent from an attentive review of its 
contents. The Jews did every thing in their power to 
withdraw their brethren, who had been converted, from 
the Christian faith; to specious arguments, drawn from the 
excellency of the Jewish religion, they added others more 
cogent, namely, persecution and menaces. The object of 
the apostle, therefore, in writing this letter, is to show the 
Deity of Jesus Christ, and the excellency of his Gospel, 
w'hen compared with the institutions of Moses; to prevent 
the Hebrews, Jewish converts, from relapsing into those 
rites and ceremonies which were now abolished; and to 
point out their total insufficiency as a means of reconcili- 
ation and atonement. The reasonings are interspersed 
with numerous solemn and affectionate warnings and ex- 
hortations, addressed to different descriptions of persons.”! 

From common consent, then, of learned men, we find 
that the general scope or design which the apostle had in 
view was to prevent the Hellenistic Jews who had em- 
braced the Christian religion from absolute apostasy; and 
“leaving the principles of the doctrine of Christ, and going 
on unto perfection,” is opposeA to this fearful and willful 
apostasy. It is not opposed to common hacksliding ; much 
less is it opposed to the ^vant of the second internal bless- 
ing, which some call entire sanctification.” And, if op- 
posed to absolute apostasy in the sense already shown, it 

^ See his Preface to the Hebrews. 

f Theological Dictionary, Article Hebrews. 

t Hornets Introduction to the Study of the Bible, p. 338. 
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does not mean unio perfection as a second work in the soul, 
but it signifies, as the apostle says — chap, iv, 14 — “ Hold- 
ing FAST oiTR profession” of Christianity, as the scope 
of the passage teaches, by a perfection in Christian knowl- 
edge and theology, to such a high degree that a Jewish 
teacher, seeking to proselyte, could not overthrow the 
faith and destroy the Christian confidence of those so per- 
fectly skilled in Christian doctrine. Infidelity, total apos- 
tasy, and common backsliding are the legitimate offsprings 
of ignorance. And if the human mind was thoroughly 
acquainted with the sure foundation upon which the Chris- 
tian religion rests, we are at a loss to see how it could, in 
the vast majority of instances at least, ever be shaken 
therefrom ; for there is no subject of human thought what- 
ever, requiring evidence to sustain its worth, and to insure 
to it the commendation of the intelligent, that affords one- 
tenth of the strong testimony in its favor that Christianity 
does. All this St. Paul well knew. He accordingly laid 
before the Hebrews the perfections of their Lord and 
Savior Jesus Christ, knowing that if they were well 
instructed in this, the foundation of Christianity, they 
would war a good warfare against their strongest foes^ 

3. The doctrine that makes the “ perfection ” mentioned 
in our text internal, and additional to the new birth, is con- 
trary to the immediate eontexL The reader should consider 
the fifth and sixth chapters of this Epistle as undivided ; 
then he should begin to quote at verse 12 of chapter five, 
where the apostle begins to reprove the Hebrews for their 
ignorance in knowing so little in consideration of the length 
of time since they first embraced Christianity. Por when 
for the time ye ought to be teachers, [of Christian theology, 
not Christian perfection as an inward work,] ye have need 
that one teach you again which be the first principles of 
the oracles of God; and are become such as have need 
of milk, and not of strong meat. For every one that 
useth milk is unskillful in the word of righteousness, 
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\aTzetpo(^ koyoo Buaioi^bvrjq^ {alpTid^ private^ and izsXpa^ 
ra,) practice^ hence unpracticed as to the doctrine of justi- 
fication;'] for he is a babe. But strong meat belongeth to 
the [TsXicwv, teleion] perfect^ even those who by reason of 
use have their senses exercised to discern both' good and 
evil. Therefore [on account of which state of ignorance ye 
are in who use ' milk^ and on account of strong ^ meat^ be- 
longing to iJie perfect^ leaving [a<pi\>rsq rbv rrjq apxYjq rod 
JCpLffTod Xoyov, having put away the doctrine^ represented hy 
milk^ of the beginning of Christy that is, rudimentary 
Christian theology] let us go on unto perfection, [irt rr^v 
r^Xstoryjra ^spcofj.s0a^ uuto the perfectness, in knowledge rep- 
resented by strong meat, let m bear ourselves along f] not 
laying again the foundation of repentance from dead 
works, [such as will be the case if we put away Christ, the 
true Messiah, who is now our Savior, and go bach by total 
apostasy to Moses, whom I have shown to be inferior, as a 
priest, to Christ our great High-Pbibst who has passed into 
the heavens; for every one who goes back hy apostasy must 
again lay the foundation repentance, if ever saved,] and of 
faith toward God. . - . And this we will do if God 

permit, [that is, we will go on unto perfection in knowledg^. 
For [if we do not advance in knowledge unto a completeness 
in Christian theology, so as to he able to withstand all Juda- 
izing and false teachers] it is impossible for those who 
were once enlightened, etc. . . . And [verses 11, 12] 

we desire that every one of you do show the same dili- 
gence to the full assurance of hope unto the end; that 
ye be not slothful, but followers of them who through 
faith and patience inherit the promises.^' 

Now, all this seems to be plain, as a context, not to 
teach any thing like perfection in the sense in which 
some have taught it. Moreover, if the apostle taught 
Christian perfection, as some of our brethren hold it, in 
this text, why did he. pray God, in chap, xiii, 21, to make 
the Hebrews “perfect in every good work, to do his will, 
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working in you tkat wliich is well pleasing in liis siglit^ 
through. Jesus Christ?” If the phrase, Let go on unto 
perfection^ means something greater within than regen- 
eration, then this quotation from the last chapter of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews teaches a perfection consisting in 
“every good work.” So, then, there are two perfections. 
Is it not much better to make the former a perfection in 
knowledge, as the context shows it to be, and so give it 
a context^ than to make it a perfection of internal grace, 
which the Hebrews already had, as believers, and to give 
it no context — no scope ? 

4. The etymology of the word {teleiotUa^ per- 

feetioUj is against those who maintain that it means an 
inivard work of grace. This Greek noun is derived from 
the adjective riXsioq, (teleios,) perfect^ already considered. 
This adjective we did not find in any one instance, in the 
nineteen where it occurs in the New Testament, to signify 
perfect^ as applied to a moral work in the heart. We 
found its most general meaning to be exactly what Dr. 
Adam Clarke in many places gives it; namely, “ TAor- 
ouglily instructed/' It is a law of etymology, as to this 
class of Greek nouns, that they “express the abstiiact 
of the adjective,”* which is the root. But since the 
adjective applies to a man perfect as to a knowledge of 
Christian doctrines, the ahiract can not mean an inward 
work of moral purity. Such in no sense whatever belongs 
to the 'word. Hence the meaning is, “Let us go on to 
perfection” in Christian doctrines and understanding. 
This is a point which can not be overlooked without doing 
violence to the language in which the New Testament was 
written — without borrowing a meaning for the word of 
which it is etymologically destitute. And, further, the 
word is found but once in the New Testament besides the 
text in question. This we have already considered in this 
argument. We found that it means a perfection as to the 

^See OrosTby’s Greek Grammar, g 308. 
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fruit of a regenerated heart, and not as to the inward work 
itself. This ought to count at least something in our favor 
in the exegesis of this passage. 

5. The opinions of great men and Biblical critics are 
against our brethren who teach an inward grace from our 
text. Dr. Edward Eobinson, one of the ablest of modern 
Biblical critics, in his Greek -English Lexicon of the New 
Testament under the article teleiotes, gives these 

w’-ords, i7r\ Tr^v TsXetoryjTa ipepdt/jLsda, that is, leaving the rudi- 
ments of the Christian doctrine, let us go on to something 
more complete, perfect.’’ Mr. Greenfield, in his Lexicon 
of the New Testament, on the word, says, ^‘Something 
perfect or complete, perfect doctrine or instruction, Heb. 
vi, 1.” Here, observe, he quotes the very text. The 
w’ord means eompletenessy as opposed to an unfinished state 
or condition; not necessarily completeness in moral, inter- 
nal purity as opposed to an internal and moral defection. 
Dr. Adam Clarke says, “Let us never rest till we are 
adult Christiam.^^ No doubt he means adult as to knowl- 
edge. Mr. Benson, on the expression, Let us go on %mto 
perfection^ says, “Unto a perfect acquaintance with the 
more sublime and difficult truths, and the higher privi- 
leges and duties of Christianity.” Dr. Thomas Coke 
says, “ Therefore^ leaving the principles — laying aside, com- 
paratively speaking, the doctrines which were taught you 
when you 'were first initiated into Christianity. The apostle 
means what in the preceding chapter were called elements^ 
or principles of the oracles of God. Verse 12. Let 
us go on to perfection, to that state of knowl- 

edge, experience, and practice to which the following doc- 
trines are designed to lead; searching with industry and 
diligence 'what the Word of God has taught concerning 
Christ.” Professor Moses Stuart, of Andover, thus trans- 
lates and comments on our text: “Wherefore, leaving 
the first principles of Christian doctrine, let us advance 

toward a mature state, [of religious knowledge;] not 

43 
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laying again the foundation of repentance from works 
which cause death,” etc. The words in brackets are Mr. 
Stuart’s. ‘‘I understand the reasoning of the apostle 
thus : Wherefore, that is, since (the perfect,) only 

are capable of arspia rpo<py}, (solid food;) namely, of re- 
ceiving, digesting, and duly appropriating the higher and 
more difficult doctrines of Christianity, and since ye are 
yet but {babes^ although ye ought to be advanced 

in Christian knowledge, if regard be had to the long time 
that ye have professed the Christian religion, v, 12-14; 
dtb, (therefore) it becomes you to quit this state of immatur- 
ity, this vTj-oTTjra, (state of infancy,) and advance to a 
mature state, to a TsXstorrjra (perfection^ The reasoning 
is plain, when thus understood, and the connection palpa- 
ble. . . . The meaning here I take to be this, ‘ Quit- 

ting the mere initial state of pupilage, advance toward a 
mature state of instruction and knowledge;’ or ^Make 
such advances that it shall be unnecessary to repeat 
dementary instruction in the principles of Christianity. 
Verses 2, 3.’ ” The opinions of the learned are truly 
clear on this passage. How any one could make this text 
the motto of a whole book on the doctrine of an imvard 
work, as additional in the soul to regeneration, is really 
something which we can not understand. 

6, If the phrase. Let us go on unto perfection, means a 
high degree of moral purity in the soul, as some seem 
to regard it, such interpreters bring themselves into 
difficulty and inconsistency to such an extent as never to 
be able to extricate themselves ; for, the not gomg on unto 
perfection, in this particular case, is to fall aw^ay entirely 
and to absolutely apostatize ; which is shown, 

(1.) By the exhortation itself connected with our text, 
as well as the context and scope of the whole Epistle as 
already shown', 

(2.) All our commentators agree to this effect, namely, 
that not to go on unto perfection, in the sense in which 
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the apostle used the phrase, is virtually to apostatize 
totally from God. 

(3.) Dr. Peck, our received author on Christian perfec- 
tion as a second work of grace in the soul, says, Leav- 
ing ^ first principles/ and going on unto perfection, is the 
ONLY way to be secure against final and total apos- 
tasy.'’* 

Now, the case stands thus, as deducible from the posi- 
tion of Dr. Peck. The subject who is regenerated, when 
the perfection taught in our text is taken as an inward 
work, on the supposition of this second blessing not being 
obtained, relapses into final and total aj^oBia^yP But 
final and total" apostates will, as such, most certainly 
be eternally lost, which on the Doctor's words, above 
quoted, would be the inevitable destiny of the regenerated 
man who had neglected to go on unto his kind of perfec- 
tion. This view is contradicted, 

(1.) By Dr. Peck himself; for on page 31 of his work 
he says, “ It is most absurd to suppose that a justified soul 
can he lost^ without having forfeited his justification hy 
lacksliding'^ If this is so, w% does the Doctor teach 
that a soul must either advance unto pei'fection so as to 
obtain it, in his own sense of the word, or else be inse- 
cure against final and total apostasy," if he does not 
go on to perfection, which apostasy implies the loss of 
the soul? That is, the Doctor's position, when analyzed, 
seems to amount to this : {d) A justified soul will be 
saved if he do not backslide. But, (h) If he do not go 
on unto perfection, and obtain a greater work in his soul 
than that connected with justification, he must backslide, 
and become a final and total” apostate, since “leaving 
^ first principles,^ and going on unto perfection, is the 
ONLY WAY TO BE SBCXIRE AOAINST FINAL AND TOTAL APOS- 
TASY.” 

(2.) Perfection, as held by Dr. Peck, would be abso- 

^ Christian Perfection, p. 23. 
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LXTTELY necessary to our entering into eternal glory, which 
is contrary, first, to the Doctor’s own words above, where 
he admits the salvation of men merely justified; sec- 
ondly, it is contrary to Scripture; for, (a) The Abra- 
hamic covenant offers no greater blessing as an internal 
work than regeneration, as is plain from the manner in 
which St. Paul speaks of the justification of Abraham, 
and connects our salvation with it under the same cove- 
nant. (b) Verse 12 of the preceding chapter seems to 
contradict the Doctor’s whole theory ; for it teaches two 
things in particular. First. That, let the perfection of 
our text mean what it may, it was such as could be com- 
municated by a teacher j a mere mortal man ; for he says, 
‘‘Ye have need that one teach you.” Second. The 
doctrine implied in the word “perfection,” is clearly 
taught by the phrase “ first principles of the oracles of 
God” — verse 12 — and the expression “word of right- 
eousness ’’—verse 13 — ^in which they were “ unskillful.” 
These points teach us that the Holy Ghost, by whom 
one is said to be “ wholly sanctified,” would in the one 
case be set aside by the teacher^ and in the other instance 
the perfection consists in nothing more than to be skillful 
in the word of righteousness^ as opposed to the unsMllful- 
ness wherein the apostle’s complaint against them rested. 


ARGUMENT XXII. 

TshtSo) — TELEIOO. 

The verb reXeiow^ (teleioo^) to make perfect^ is found 
twenty-four times in the New Testament. Since it is 
akin to the words already considered, and since it may 
be thought to convey the idea of Christian perfection, as 
some use the phrase, it is proper to give it a brief consid- 
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eration. This verb, etymologically, being derived from 
the adjective (teleios,) perfect, means, “ To make 

that which is pointed out by the primitive, as {deloB^ 
evident, drjXow, (delod,) to make evident, etc. Our verb, 
then, radically means to make perfect. But this being an 
abstract idea, the context, in most instances, must fix the 
meaning of the word as used by the inspired writers. We 
will now examine, briefly, the passages where it is found, 
to see if, in any of them, it signifies to make perfect, as 
a second work of the Holy Spirit in the heart. In John 
iv, 34, V, 36, and xvii, 4, it is translated by the English 
verb to finish, and is spoken of Christ finishing his work. 
In Luke xiii, 32, ^^And the third day I shall be per- 
fected.” The middle voice of the Greek verb is here 
used, and epyov, work, is likely understood. Dr. Robin- 
son states it thus : “ Middle, with epyov, work, implied 
Luke xiii, 32, rpiri^ reksioup.ai, I finish the work.” 

It can not here mean perfection, as such, for Christ had 
no sin. In Acts xx, 24, it is finish : “ So that I might 
finish my course with joy.” In Luke ii, 43, it is ful- 
filled: ^‘And when they had fulfilled the days.” In 
John xix, 28, it is used of events and of Scripture; here 
it occurs twice. Jesus knowing that all things were 
now accomplished, that the Scripture might be ful- 
filled, saith, I thirst.” In John xvii, 23, Christ prays 
that his disciples “MAT BE MADE perfect in one.” The 
meaning is just the same as that of St. Paul, where he 
says, “Only let your conversation be as it becometh the 
Gospel of Christ, . . . that te may stand past in 

ONE spirit, with ONE MIND, Striving together for the 
faith of the Gospel.” Phil, i, 27. And as it is ex- 
pressed in Romans xv, 6, ^^Now the God of patience and 
consolation grant you to be like-minded one toward 
ANOTHER, according to Christ Jesus: that ye may with 
one mind and one mouth glorify God.” This is certainly 
* Crosby’s Greek Grammar, J 318, 
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the meaning of being ^^mabe perfect in one.^’ It means 
a perfection in love toward one another, for it is written, 

If we love one another, God dwelleth in us and his love 
IS PERFECTED in US.” 1 John iv, 12. This passage, 
therefore, in John xvii, 23, argues nothing for Christian 
perfection, as internal, but it answers exactly to the view 
which we have taken of the subject all through these 
arguments. In 2 Cor. xii, 9, strength is made 

PERFECT in weakness,” it is spoken of the power of God. 

That is, my power shows itself perfect in weakness, ap- 
pears then as the true power of God.” (Dr. Robinson.) 

James ii, 22; ^^Seest thou how faith wrought with his 
works, and by works was faith made perfect ?” Here it 
means perfection by works, as the fruit of justifying 
faith — the very doctrine which we have been advocating 
from the beginning of this work. In this text it is faith 
that is made ^perfect, and a perfect faith is all that God 
requires of any man, as such; we do not mean perfect in 
the sense of justification or pardon merely, but, also, as 
it is here spoken of Abraham, a perfection of works, sub- 
sequent to regeneration, a showing by acts after pardon 
of sin, that from the moment of such pardon unto all sub- 
sequent life, faith has been, and is, perfect. In this 
instance it was about twenty-five years after the justifica- 
tion of the patriarch. 

Reader, please observe, Christian perfection is every- 
where presented to us in the Bible as the fruit of regen- 
eration, either works or knowledge, which in fact are 
virtually the same, since knowledge is a result arising 
from a proper course of life. 1 John ii, 5: Whoso 
keepeth his word, in him verily is the love of God per- 
fected.” This text contains the same doctrine of a 
Christian being perfect in love. It is obvious that this 
perfection consists in, or is manifested by, Tceeping his 
word; that is, in fulfilling the whole moral law as a dem- 
onstration of a heart previously made pure by the Holy 



Arg. XXII.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


511 


Spirit. Whosoever is born of God doth not commit sin/^ 
as the proof of being born of God. Men may talk as they 
please, and say what they please about us, for not follow- 
ing human opinions on this question, but there is no 
higher degree of grace in the soul, no other blessing 
than simply to le horn of God. And the 7ion-committing 
of sin, as the test thereof, is Christian perfection. 1 John 
iv, 12 : “ If we love one another, God dwelleth in us, and 
his love IS PERFECTED in us.” Here is perfected lovcy which 
is all that an individual can have, all that we can conceive 
of, and it is made to depend simply on the phrase, If we 
love one another^ If we love God supremely, and our 
neighbor as ourselves, for his sake, these two points 
fulfill the whole moral law; and doing these as the fruit 
of our faith in Christ, thereby that faith and love are per- 
fected^ are proved, are shown to be approved of God. 
Such is Christian perfection. Less falls short of it — more 
can not be. This is the substance of these arguments. 
Will any one object to this doctrine? Can a good man 
object to it? 

1 John iv, 17: Herein is our love made perfect, 
. . . because as he is so are we in this world.” The 

word herein” refers to the preceding verse, which says, 
^‘He that dwelleth in love, dwelleth in God, and God in 
him.” Hence the love of God, which is ^‘^shed abroad in 
the heart” of every one who is regenerated, is perfected; 
that is, shows and proves itself such by that regenerated 
person dwelling in God. This dwelling in God is a course 
and habit of life which the Christian puts on as the 
mark, result, or fruit of regeneration ; and, of course, it 
consists in the observance of the Divine law ; for, If ye 
keep my commandments, ye shall abide in my love.” 
John XV, 10. Hence Christian perfection again is shown 
in the Scripture to consist in a certain outward act as the 
test of the new birth. The same use of the word is found 
in verse 18; “He that feareth is not made perfect in 
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love. If he dwelt in God as above stated, his love would 
then be- perfect, and he would have no fear. Heb. vii, 19 : 
“ For the law made nothing perebot.” Says Dr. Robin- 
son, ‘‘ That is, the Mosaic law could make no perfect ex- 
piation.’^ This he proves by reference to verse 11 : “ If, 
therefore, perfection [which he defines, in its proper 
place, ‘perfect expiation’] were by the Levitical priest- 
hood, . . . what further need was there that another 

priest should arise?” He further proves his meaning of 
our word in vii, 19, by chapter x, 4: “For it is impossi- 
ble that the blood of bulls and of goats should take away 
sins.” Hence the text under consideration may be para- 
phrased thus : “ For the law, by sacrificing bulls and goats, 
can make no perfect or real expiation for sin.” Heb. ix, 
9 : “ Sacrifices that could not make him that did the 
service pereecx, as pertaining to the conscience.” Here 
Dr. Robinson again speaks : “ That is, which could never 
make full expiation for the bringer, so as to satisfy his 
conscience.” Heb. x, 1: “For the law having a shadow 
of good things to come . . . can never 

make the comers thereunto pereect.” This passage, like 
the others, stands in Dr. Robinson’s definition, “ To make 
full expiation for any one.” This seems to be the only 
meaning it can have here. St. Paul at this place, in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, is not contending for what is 
called Christian perfection, in hooks of theology, but he 
is showing that Christ, the true Messiah, as a High-Priest, 
could and did make a full expiation for sin with his own 
blood, which the Levitical priests could not do with the 
blood of bulls and of goats. 

Heb. X, 14: “For by one offering he hath pereected 
forever them that are sanctified.” This verse is referred 
to by Dr. Robinson under his definition, “ To make full 
expiation for any one.” Dr. Adam Clarke is very clear 
on the phrase, he hath perfected forever. He says, “ He 
has procured remission of sins and holiness : for it is well 
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observed here, and in several parts of this Epistle, that 
rsAsioojy (teleiooj) to make perfect^ is the same as afsctv 
a/j.dpTia>v TToisTv, to procure remission of sins” 

Heb. ii, 10 : “ Eor it became him ... in bringing 
many sons unto glory, TO make the Captain of their sal- 
vation PERFECT through sufferings.” This passage makes 
Christ perfect ‘^who knew no sin,” and hence it is not 
Christian perfection, as this phrase has generally been 
used; but it is a proof of the view which we take of that 
doctrine, for Christ was perfected through suffering ; and, 
it is enough for the disciple that he be as his Master, 
and the servant as his Lord ; if they have called the master 
of the house Beelzebub, how much more shall they call 
them of his household ?” Dr. Robinson defines the word 
in question in this place, “ To carry through to the end in 
respect to condition.” The Captain of our salvation was 
carried through to the end by means of sufferings. Dr. 
Adam Clarke, in giving a paraphrase from Dr. Dodd con- 
taining the substance of "what Dr. Doddridge, Pierce, and 
Owen have said on this verse, says God is pleased “ to 
make and constitute Jesus, his first-begotten and well- 
beloved Son, the Leader and Prince of their salvation ; 
and to make him perfect^ or completety fit for the full ex- 
ecution of his office, hy a long train of various and extreme 
sufferings, whereby he was, as it were, solemnly conse- 
crated to it.” “ Consecrate” is also one of the meanings 
which Rev. John Groves gives the word. We have said 
this much on this passage, not that it was needed here, 
but to give a more general idea of the meaning of the 
word affecting the whole subject. 

Heb. V, 9 : “ And beino made perfect, he became the 
author of eternal salvation.” No comment is here needed. 

Heb. xi, 40; “God having provided some better thing 
for us, that they without us should not be made perfect.” 
Dr. Robinson says the word is here used “of saints 
advanced to glory.” Dr. Adam Clarke and Mr. Benson 
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have both hit the meaning of the apostle, we think, exactly 
on this text, in which they substantially agree. We will 
quote the former as sufficient. ^'Believers before the 
flood, after the flood, under the law, and since the law, 
make but one Church. The Gospel dispensation is the 
last; and the Church can not be considered as complete 
till the believers under all dispensations are gathered to- 
gether. As the Gospel is the last dispensation, the pre- 
ceding believers can not be consummated even in glory till 
the Gospel Church arrive in the heaven of heavens.^’ 
Heb. xii, 23 : But ye are come ... to the spirits 
of just men made perfect.” Like in the last text. Dr. 
Robinson says that the word perfect is here used ^^of 
saints advanced to glory.” If any one say that this 
passage proves the doctrine of Christian perfection, as 
some great internal work, then it will prove too much ; 
for it speaks of the spirits of JUST men made perfect. 
We have before shown that a just person is one justified, 
and having the Divine image in his heart. Col. iii, 10. 
Therefore, if perfection means a complete spiritual work 
within, then, not to say that it is absurd, it is surely 
beyond our comprehension. But if we understand per- 
fection to mean a development of the outward graces, 
which are all implied in the one word love^ as proceeding 
from a pure heart, then the impending expression becomes 
perfectly plain. It may be further observed, that the 
Scripture no where allows us to conceive of a perfect 
man, in any other light than in that of his keeping the 
moral law as the proof of inward grace. Hence, in this 
passage it speaks directly of the spirits of just men 
made perfect The Greek scholar will also take notice 
that the word zeTsXecw/xivwyj ^^made perfect , is in the 
perfect tense, to indicate that the spirits of the just” 
had been made perfect, as to outward deportment while 
on earth, in the sense just given, and that they are 
perfect yet. A hint at this principle of the Greek Ian- 
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guage will here suffice, as we will have occasion to use 
it more fully hereafter. 

Phil, iii, 12: ^‘Not as though I had already attained, 
either were already perfect.” On this text we need 
advance no arguments to prove that it does not mean 
Christian perfection, as such, for our commentators, them- 
selves in favor of the doctrine, do not hold it here. Their 
views, therefore, will suit us. Mr. Benson says, ‘^TsrsXst- 
perfected^ complete, or had finished my course of 
duty and sufferings. It appears from verse 15 that there 
is a difference between one that is perfect^ and one 

that is perfected; the one is fitted for the race, the other 
has finished the race, and is ready to receive the prize.” 
In this latter sense we understand the word in this text. 
T)r, Adam Clarke says, ‘^I am not yet crowned, in conse- 
quence of having suffered martyrdom. I am quite sat- 
isfied that the apostle here alludes to the Olympic games; 
and the word TSTeXscmfiat, teteleiomai, is the proof; for 
TsXecwdTjyat, teUiothenaiy is spoken of those who have 
completed their race^ reached the goal^ and are honored 
with the prize. Thus it is used by Philo Allegoriar, lib. 
iii, p. 101, Edit. Mangey, /Zore ow Si <1^X0^ fioXiura vexpo- 
ffoptiv (yixpotpdpBiy^ (TsdoTTpj UTuoXrjif’T^ i dpaye ox)^ oray TsXsiaiOrii^ 
xai j^pajSsicny xai artcpaymy ^ When is it, 0 SOul, that 

thou shalt appear to have the victory? Is it not when 
thou shalt he perfected — ^have completed thy course by 
death — and be honored with prizes and crowns?^” We 
have now examined briefly, but we think sufficiently to 
render satisfaction, the twenty-four passages of Scripture 
where the word rsXetdw^ (teleioo^ to perfect^ is found; and 
we presume the reader will agree with us, that we have no 
reason in any case to so interpret it as to import Christian 
perfection, as a second blessing. We may here, in a word, 
add the noun rsXttai<nq^ teleiosis, derived from this verb, and, 
of course, partaking of the meaning of its root. It occurs 
but twice in the New Testament. In Luke i, 45, it is 
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translated performance,^^ In this place Dr. Robinson 
defines it ^^fulfillrnentr In Heb. vii, 11, it is translated 
perfections^ where Dr. Robinson defines it perfect expia- 
Here ends our investigation of these words of 
kindred meaning, in which we do not find one clear proof- 
passage of what some call Christian perfection. Reader, 
please examine us carefully; for if we have erred any 
where in our exegesis, it is of the head and not of the 
heart. We aim to teach by argument and not to assail the 
truth by mere assertion. 


ARGUMENT XXIII. 

Earapri^o) — KATARTIZO. 

We now present the xarapri^m^ katartizo^ argument. 
This word occurs in the New Testament thirteen times. 
It is variously translated. It is first used properly of 
what is broken, injured,^’ and is defined ^Ho refit^ to re- 
pairy to mendy and this is the more common classic 
usage.’’ (Dr, Robinson.) 

Matt. iv,.21 : “He saw James and John menbino their 
nets.” 

Mark i, 19: “He saw James and John ... in 
the ship MENBING their nets.” It is spoken “ tropically 
of persons in error, to restorCy to set right/^ (Dr. Robin- 
son,) as in 

Gal. vi, 1: “If a man be overtaken in a fault, ye 
which are spiritual, restore such a one in the spirit of 
meekness.” Ye which are spiritual, perfect such a one by 
acts of love and kindness. The word also means “ to 
furnish fully y to make perfecty that is, such as one should 
be, deficient in no part,” (Dr. Robinson,) as in 

1 Pet. V, 10 : “ The God of all grace, who hath called 
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us unto liis eternal glory by Christ Jesus, after that ye 
have suffered awhile, make you perfect, stablish, strength- 
en, settle you/^ The word here no more means per- 
fect,” as an inward work additional to regeneration, than 
“ stablish,” strengthen,” “ settle ” do. They all convey 
about the same idea. Dr. Adam Clarke, on the word, 
says, ‘^‘Put you in complete joint, as the timbers of a 
building.” Again he says, ‘^All these phrases [the ones 
in the above quotation] are architectural.” Mr. Benson 
says, That no defect may remain in your Christian 
knowledge, experience, or practice.” 

2 Cor. xiii, 11 : “ Finally, brethren, farewell. Be per- 
fect, be of good comfort, be of one mind, live in peace.” 
The phrase “be perfect,” in this text, is, no doubt, the 
same in sense as the phrases “ live in peace,” and “ be 
of one mind,” or as the good wdsh, “farewell.” The 
parts of such passages must agree in their exposition. 
The clause “ be perfect,” Dr. Adam Clarke explains thus : 

Be compact, get into joint again; let unity and harmony 
be restored.” Surely there is nothing in this passage to 
teach Christian perfection, as such, for the context is 
against it. It is in our favor.”* 

Heb. xiii, 21 ; “ The Grod of peace . . , make you 

PERFECT in every good w^ork, to do his will, working in 
you that which is well pleasing in his sight,” Here is a 
perfection taught ; but like the numerous passages already 
examined in our favor, it means the fruit of saving and 
living faith. It tells plainly in what the perfection is to 
consist, namely, “in every good work.” Mr. Benson 
says the expression implies “the apostle's desire that 
they might omit no good work which it was in their 
power to perform, and that they should do every one in 


^ It is a singular thing that Dr. Peck has made this text a proof of his 
view of Christian perfection. See his work, p. 207. It is enough to say 
that the meaning of the word, the context, the scope, comments, and every 
thing else pertaining to fair exegesis, arc against him. 
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the most perfect manner; namely, according to God’s will 
as their rule, f7*07n love to him as iJiew prmcipal^ with an 
eye to his ^ory as their Here is the doctrine that 

we advance coming up again. The apostle prays God to 
make the Hebrew Christians perfect^ which perfection he 
limits to EVERY GOOD WORK ; and this commentator so de- 
fines it, being one of the strongest advocates of what is 
termed Christian perfection in our Church. See Professor 
Moses Stuart on this passage. How, while wc argue that 
perfection consists in good works, as significant of a pure 
heart, and have argued this doctrine all through the Bible, 
from the first of Genesis to the Epistles, we can not help 
but think that our view is correct. We find it abundantly 
supported. The passages commonly used in proof of 
other opinions give way to fair investigation. 

1 Cor. i, 10. Here we will give our own translation: 
^^And I beseech you, brethren, . . . that ye all 

speak the same thing, and that there he not among you 
schisms, but that ye be perfected in the same mind, and 
in the same judgment.” Here is a purity of life — a per- 
fection spoken of as consisting in sameness of mind^ and 
of judgment^ and not in some internal purity of heart 
over and above regeneration. 

1 Thess. iii, 10 : Hight and day praying exceedingly 
that we might see your face, and might perfect that 
which is lacking in your faith.” If this text should be 
so construed as to teach internal perfection, then it is the 
work of St. Paul and not of , the Holy Spirit; for the 
apostle wished to see them and to perfect them himself 
Hr. Adam Clarke understood this text to teach a perfec- 
tion consisting in good works. He says, That I might 
have the opportunity of giving you the fullest instruc- 
tions in the doctrine of Christ; that ye might have every 
thing in the most ample detail; so that the great outlines 
of truth which you already know may be filled up, that 
ye may he perfectly fitted to every good word and workJ^ 
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Rom, ix, 22: ^‘Vessels of wrath fitted to destruc- 
tion’^ — perfected (xaryjprcfffxiva) for destruction. Here is 
perfection, but it is the perfection of the wicked. Pharaoh 
was one of these vessels of wrath. He perfected himself 
in wickedness till God destroyed him. Sis perfection 
was just the opposite of Christian perfection ; that is, it 
consisted in breaking the commands of the Almighty as 
the fruit of a sinful soul, instead of keeping them from a 
pure heart. 

Matt, xxi, 16 : Out of the mouth of babes and suck- 
lings HAST thou PERFECTED praise.” 

Heb. X, 5 : “A body hast thou prepared [ xarTjprtffco ^ 
perfected^ for me.” 

Heb. xi, 3 : Through faith we understand that the worlds 
WEiiE FRAMED [xarrjprLirdac, perfected^ by the word of God.” 

Luke vi, 40 : The disciple is not above his master ; 
but every one that is perfect [xaryjprtCfjLivo^ . . . eVrac, 
shall be perfected^l shall be as his master.” We are to 
be like our Master in acts of love and mercy to our 
neighbors, as he has told us in his Sermon on the Mount. 
Part of that sermon we have already argued at length. 

Yc shall be perfect like as your Father in heaven is per- 
fectr Similar to this are the words of St. Paul: ^^Now 
the God of peace . . . make you perfect in every 

good loork^ to do his willj working in you that which is 
well pleasing in his sightJ"’ Now, let us compare these 
passages in their true sense, as to the doctrine which they 
teach. The similar words, taken from the Sermon on the 
Mount, teach that acts of love, as the fruit of a regen- 
erated heart, constitute Christian perfection. The passage 
quoted from the last chapter of Hebrews represents St. 
Paul as praying that the Hebrew Christians, already re- 
generated in heart, may be perfect in three respects, each 
of which, individually taken, embraces the moral law. 1. 
Their perfection is to be in every good work. This would 

^ See the margin of our reference Bibles. 
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fulfill the whole moral law. 2. It is to do his will^ which 
is the moral law itself. 3. It is to Avork in them that 
which is well pleasing in his sight. Such is obedience to 
the moral law. In these things one is a perfect Christian. 
In these he is like, or imitates, Christ. So, the disciple 
is not above his Master;” for his Master — Christ — being 
God manifested in the flesh was a perfect Teacher. But 
the disciple being human, and to no small extent igno- 
rant, must be thoroughly instructed ; if he begin to teach 
without this thorough instruction, he will be ‘‘ above his 
Master.” Therefore, “He spake a parable unto them; 
Can the blind lead the blind? Shall they not both fall 
into the ditch? The disciple is not above his Master; but 
every one that is perfect shall be as his Master.” It 
may be translated, Every one shall he fitted, prepared, 
or fully furnished (in knowledge to teach others) like as 
his Master. Rev. Richard Watson appears to the point 
on this text. He says, These are golden sayings of our 
Lord, a sort of text on which no doubt he enlarged in the 
discourse. To be perfect, in a disciple of Christ, is to be 
P tJLLY INSTRUCTED IN HIS LoRD’S DOCTRINE, AND IN SPIRIT 
AND TEMPER PULLY CONFORMED TO IT, or -what he himself, 
in another place, calls being ^ sanctified by the truth, ^ 
xarapTc^etv, is to compact or knit together; hence to make 
ready, to perfect, and, applied to teaching, fully to 
instruct. Every fully-instructed disciple, therefore, shall 
be as his Master; in other words, the end of our disciple- 
ship is to be made like Christ, and this shall be the glo- 
rious result, if we continue to follow him. ^ The mind 
that was in Christ” shall be in us; and it is only as we 
advance in this state of conformity to our Savior, that we 
approve ourselves as his true disciples. For as every 
pQxi^o^j-insiructed or prepared disciple thinks, wills, and 
acts in the same manner as his Master, so are we to 
THINK, WILL, and ACT* like Christ.” . (Exposition on our 
^The capital letters are Mr, Watson's own. 



Arg. XXIII.] PERFECTION AND SANCTIFICATION. 521 

text.) Any one can see that Mr. Watson’s exposition 
here teaches Christian perfection to consist in imitating 
Christ; the very thing that we have abundantly set forth 
throughout these arguments. The views of Dr. Adam 
Clarke on this passage are to the same effect. This fin- 
ishes our remarks on all the thirteen passages containing 
the word in question. 

It is proper here to mention two nouns derived from this 
word, each of which occurs in the New Testament but 
once; one is xardpriffti;, (katartisis^) perfection, that is, 
the being made or becoming perfect. 2 Cor. xiii, 9.” 
(Dr. Robinson.) “ Properly the act of repairing, refor- 
mation, perfection, state of being perfect.” (Greenfield.) 

Repair, amendment, restoration, correction, perfection, 
completion.” (Groves.) An adjusting, restoring, a pre- 
paring, training.” (Liddell and Scott.) The text reads, 

This also we wish, even your perfection.” The context, 
as seen in verse 10, shows that St. Paul wrote 'this for 
the ^^edification” of the Corinthians, that is, to strengthen 
and establish them in brotherly love and Christian unity. 
For he says, Being absent, lest being present I should 
use sharpness ” — “ I would rebuke you, perhaps, for not 
walking as lecometh Christians, Dr. Adam Clarke gives 
no countenance to this passage meaning Christian perfec- 
tion as a second blessing in the soul. He Says, We can 
not be satisfied that persons, with such eminent endow- 
ments, and who have once received the truth as it is in 
Jesus, should be deficient in any of the graces that con- 
stitute the mind of Christ ; such as brotherly love, charity, 
harmony, unity, and order. I have given the above par- 
aphrase to this verse, because of the last term, xardprctTiy, 
katartisin, which we render perfection, KaTapztfftq, katar- 
tisis, from xard, (kata^ intensive, and dpTiZw, fartizo^ to 
fit or adapt, signifies the reducing of a dislocated limb to 
its proper place; and hence, as Seza says on this pas- 
sage, ‘The apostle’s meaning is, that whereas the mem- 
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bers of the Church were all, as it wei'e, dislocated) and out 
of joint) they should be joined together in love ; and they 
should endeavor to make perfect what was amiss among 
them, either in faith or morals.’" The general meaning 
of the word, with due respect to its etymology, as given 
by the four lexicographers quoted, shows that Dr. Clarke 
has given the true sense. The other noun derived from 
this verb is xarapTitr/Kk^ (katartismoS)) “J. perfecting) that 
is, the act of making perfect. Eph. iv, 12.’" (Dr. Rob- 
inson.) “ He gave some apostles, and some prophets, and 
some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers;” ‘^Eor 
the PERPECTINO of the saints for the work of the minis- 
try,” etc. It is seen that this “perfecting of the saints” 
is the work of meU) of ieacherS) pastors, and such like, 
and not the work of the Holy Spirit, in the sense as 
here used. For this purpose “He [God] gave some” 
various orders of ministers and laborers in his Church, 
To say that the “perfecting” in this text means a sub- 
sequent work of the Holy Spirit in the heart, to that of 
the new birth, is, we presume, more than any one would 
say. It would be as incorrect as to say “ the work of the 
ministry is. Dr. Adam Claike gives here the same inter- 
pretation as on the last passage as to sense. 

Here we close our investigation of the many passages 
to which we have called the reader’s attention. We have 
not quoted and argued so very many for the purpose of 
proving our own views on this subject particularly, but 
to show, on a fair examination, that they will not sustain 
the doctrine of Christian perfection and entire sanctifica- 
tion as held by others. Our object has been to take each 
word in the original, whether Hebrew or Greek, and give 
it a full, fair, and impartial examination. In so doing 
we have tried, to pass by no passage containing a word, 
which, in our humble judgment, we supposed the advocates 
of Christian perfection and entire sanctification, as writers 
have used these terms, could possibly claim as a proof of 
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their theory. We have tried to be lioneBt in the interpret- 
ation of the Word of God, by which we shall be judged. 
The sacred Word, notwithstanding the opinions of those 
whom we very highly esteem, has not been “ handled de- 
ceitfully.’’ 

Whether, by means of accredited comments, the most 
learned of scientific and exegetical authority, and the ac- 
knowledged rules of full and fair exegesis, we have suc- 
ceeded in explaining away the views of those with whom 
we differ, as to their proof-passages, is a question which 
the unprejudiced reader must decide. 



OOlf^OLUSIOI^. 


ARGUMENT XXIV. 

Since the subject-matter of the foregoing arguments 
is presented under two general heads, we will give our 
conclusion upon the whole accordingly, namely : 

1. As to regeneration. 

1. From the foregoing arguments it may be concluded 
that the Bible is a Divinely-inspired booh. The Holy 
Scriptures are themselves, considered as to their internal 
evidence, sufficient to prove this without calling to our aid, 
as absolutely necessary, the irresistible evidences of mir- 
acles and prophecy. Had the Bible been written by men 
uninspired of God, it is presumable that they would have 
written, especially on some important doctrine, in such a 
manner as to clash, and so make irreconcilable contradic- 
tions. Such a conclusion as this seems reasonable in the 
highest degree. For, on the hypothesis that they who 
wrote the Bible were not inspired, we may fairly suppose 
that they knew less, as to general information, and that 
they understood fewer languages, and upon the W’hole, 
taking them all together as a body of writers, that they 
were inferior to men of our day. And it is quite pre- 
sumable that they, as such, had not as good facilities for 
writing a consistent and harmonious volume, assumed to 
be the production of the human mind merely, as those 
have had who have received all the light possible of the 
most learned and improved age of the world, and as such, 
from the colleges and universities both Europe and 
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America, have written comments on the Bible. Yet these 
commentators in many of the less important and inci- 
dental points are constantly clashing, no odds whether 
they arc of the same religious denomination or not, nor 
docs it make any difference of what single given denom- 
ination. And not only is this the case in the abstract, as 
to topics in general, but it is even the case on some of the 
vital points of what men call Christian theology. One 
believes in a Trinity in Unity; another does not. One 
believes in a full and free atonement through Jesus 
Christ, for all the human family ; another believes in a 
limited atonement. Such is the way with human opinions. 
But does this make the Word of God, as we hold the Bi- 
ble to be, of none effect? God forbid; we thereby estab- 
lish it. For we perceive that learned, most devout, and 
God-fearing men thus disagree, both in general and as 
to particular points of the greatest moment. And that 
they ax-e honest and sincere in their opinions, as opposed 
to any enmity at Divine revelation, no one doubts. This 
but teaches us that learned men, uninspired of God, ab- 
solutely can not^ upon the fairest consideration of their 
candid intentions, agree as to the most vital points and 
parts of Christianity. In this manner the Christian 
Church, in her different branches, has been disputing on 
the doctrine of Christian perfection and entire sanctifica- 
tion for some ages. And to-day, take these doctrines or 
terms, and, considered both as to theory and practice, 
they seem to be very much misunderstood. The disparity 
of opinion is really wonderful. Some deny the possibility 
of attaining such in this life, and others the contrary 
hold. Some profess it; while others, professing to love 
God, sneer at such for their professedly-high attainments 
in grace. This they do even after the theme of their 
contention has been given, as they all hold, by Divine 
inspiration. 

Therefore, since learned, good, and well-meaning men 
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fail to agree as to what Christian perfection is, and as to 
its attainment in this life, an acknowledged revelation of 
the doctrine having been given, is it not exceedingly pre- 
sumable that no men could have invented such a doctrine, 
independent of Divine aid, without clashing, especially 
when they wrote in different languages, thousands of 
years apart as to time, in different places, and under 
different circumstances ? When they fail to agree under 
the most propitious circumstances, how could they have 
agreed under the unpropitious ? Is difficulty necessarily 
productive of light and consistency? But we have found 
the doctrine of Christian perfection and sanctification, as 
taught throughout the entire Bible, to be a consistent 
doctrine in the smallest particulars, and, to human appear- 
ances, apparently so in mere incidental instances. We 
have examined it in the Pentateuch, Job, Proverbs, the 
Psalms, the Prophets, and in the New Testament; and, 
in each, the designed and professedly taught discourse, 
and the apparently incidental remark, as to the impending 
question, are alike harmonious. 

It seems almost incidental that Abraham is regenerated 
about fourteen years before God commands him to be 
perfect. It seems rather incidental that that perfection 
is set forth in the rest of the chapter as consisting in 
Abraham’s observing the command of circumcision as the 
fruit of his regeneration. It seems almost miraculous 
that, on our hypothesis, one UN-inspired Paul should men- 
tion this fact apparently so trivial, yet so important, 
nearly two thousand years afterward, and ask the Jew 
with striking emphasis as to the regeneration of Abra- 
ham, “How was it then reckoned? When he was in 
circumcision, or in uncircumcision? Not in circumcision, 
but \_about fourteen years before wMl^ in uncircumczsion.” 
It appears remarkable that Moses — ^Deut. xviii, 13 — should 
by chance, so to speak, in giving professedly a command 
from God concerning certain external duties of the Jewish 
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religion, say and sum up those duties in one expression, 
^^Thou slialt be perfect with the Lord thy God.” It 
seems strange that the bard of Israel, beginning Psa. cxix, 
should say, 0! the blessedness of the perfect as to the 
loai/y the walkers in the law of Jehovah; that Isaiah, 
concerning this perfection, as to the kind of heart from 
which it should proceed, should speak of the Lord’s right- 
eous servant justifying many; that the reputed Savior 
of the world, in his discourse with Nicodemus, should, as 
if by chance, preach the Abrahamic covenant, setting 
forth both God’s part and man’s therein without so much 
as once making mention of it; that he should preach 
his Sermon on the Mount and make use of the word 
perfect,^' about which men seem to have contended so 
much, that in the order of events, I do not say a marked 
providence, it should so happen, that St. Luke should 
write the word merciful/^ instead of perfect/^ and thus 
fix beyond dispute the true meaning; that the one ap- 
parently small matter of the word wholly,” in our trans- 
lation, on which, perhaps, the phrase entire sanctifica- 
tion^^ has been founded, should be found in the original 
to be an adjective having syntax to agree with its pro- 
noun, instead of being an adverb qualifying the verb; 
that these unobserved dislocations of the small joints of 
language should cripple our theology, and mystify the 
entire subject for so long a time. 

Do not these things show that the erring hand of man 
can very easily, yet unintentionally, throw out of harmony 
that law which is said to be “perfect?” Can not the 
most skeptical turn his attention to these small things, 
amounting to so great evidence, and see that the great 
Author of Divine revelation, like the accomplished musi- 
cian at his instrument, touched with a live coal froia off 
his altar the pen of Moses, of David, of Isaiah, and of 
Paul, producing one symphonious sound of comprehensive 
truth, profitable to all, except where deep-seated prejudice 
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may close the ear, or the malicious finger of infidelity 
create some discord? How very strange it is, that skep- 
ticism sneers at the faith of the Christian when its own 
votaries have more faith than he, though peculiar to them- 
selves! For the amount of faith must be measured by 
the aggregate of evidence on which it rests — the Chris- 
tian believers in salvation through the merits of the cru- 
cified Redeemer, and through belief in the revealed Word, 
which actually comes to him with more evidence in *its 
favor than was ever had on any one point among the 
affairs of men — evidence, too, which has never been 
shaken, except in the estimation of those whose moral 
conduct may prove them to be incompetent judges as to 
the nature and amount of testimony sufficient to establish 
a Divine revelation ; nor need this evidence fear investi- 
gation. On the other hand, infidelity, skulking from all 
commerce with truth, and without testimony commensurate 
with every-day affairs, believes the false, how^ever much 
threatened with the consequences and rejects one hund- 
red well-established and unanswerable truths because it 
finds one apparent discrepancy. In this it may be ques- 
tioned whether the alleged defect is in the impending 
subject of investigation or in the mind of the investigator, 
so that, considered as to the facts in the case, the latter 
deserves, over the former, more credit for the quantity 
than for the quality of his faith. These considerations, 
if properly weighed, may be of some advantage to those 
who read the Scriptures but little, and that little more 
for the purpose of finding fault than for the design of 
their own instruction and edification. 

2. It seems reasonable, then, that we should adopt the 
revelation which has been given us, and that willingly, 
till ^e are able, at least, to produce a better one. The 
teaching of the Bible has always seemed to be consistent 
and salutary. Its influence on the human soul, like that 
of salt on flesh, keeps it from moral putrefaction, turns 



Arg. XXIV.] 


CONCLUSION. 


529 


away the perpetual pestilence of .false doctrines, and 
qualifies the man for every relation of life, and for a 
home in heaven. One infidel in society is like a dead 
body infected with the small-pox, especially if he has 
some little unenviable reputation for learning; he mostly 
gathers a few around himself of equally-corrupt tenden- 
cies, and then makes them twofold more the children of 
hell than before. And as the radical skeptic fiies off to 
his absolute destruction, on some erroneous tangent, mak- 
ing a total wreck of immortality, so do those of most 
sincere regard for the Bible, yet carelessly neglecting to 
found every word of their doctrine upon it, irrespective 
of what great and good men may have written, with due 
respect to them nevertheless, err in a proportional degree. 
We are indebted to the Bible for all the religious doc- 
trines we have ; and if a man, however good, and of how- 
ever good intentions, should write as to any doctrine of 
revelation, if he is not- clear^ and easily to be compre- 
hended, making the whole theory presented harmonize 
with every other doctrine of the sacred Word, there may 
be at least some suspicion as to the soundness of his 
work. And men should be careful, if he has not proved 
his points from Scripture in every instance, by a proper 
observance of the scope and context belonging to each 
passage, how they adopt his views, lest they find out 
afterward that they have received “ for doctrines the com- 
mandments of men.’^ Who, of strictly Biblical views, inde- 
pendence of character, and proper dis6ernment of mind, 
does not kno“w that the chief schisms that have destroyed 
the unity of the Christian world, have had their very life 
and growth in an undue adherence of men to the mere 
ipse dixit of their ecclesiastical demagogues ? 

3. We conclude that regeneration is a clearly-taught 
doctrine of the Bible. 

{d) Orthodox men, who believe that an impure soul can 

not enter into the final kingdom of God, should naturally 

45 



680 UE'V^IEW OF WESLETAN PERFECTION. [Paet II. 

expect tlie doctrine pertaining to its cleansing, being, we 
may say, the most essential doctrine of all, to be revealed 
in the Holy Scriptures, if possible to conceive, more 
clearly than perhaps any other. 

(5) The Scriptural proof of regeneration is both abun- 
dant and clear. (1.) This is the chief thing in what is 
known as the “Gospel message:’^ “Go ye into all the 
world and preach the Gospel to every creature. He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved ; but he that be- 
lievoth not shall be damned.” (2.) Our Lord’s discourse 
with Nicodemus — John, chap, iii — is a strong and clear 
setting forth of this doctrine. This discourse embraces 
the whole chapter. All St. John’s writings are full of 
it. (3.) Its true character is mentioned in Col. iii, 10, 
and in Eph. iv, 24, and consists in the image of God 
created in the soul. (4.) It is taught in Scripture by dif- 
ferent names and expressions, such as “boim of God,” 
“born of the Spirit,” “ regenei'ation,” “quickened,” 
“risen with Christ,” etc. (5.) It is constantly included 
in the w^ords justify and justification throughout the Epis- 
tles of St. Paul, as well as the rest of the New Testament. 
(6.) If the reader wants to find other proofs of this doc- 
trine, let him read and carefully study the twelfth and 
seventeenth chapters of Genesis inclusive, concerning the 
call and conversion of Abraham ; let him then in like 
manner examine the Epistle to the Romans and that to 
the Galatians, and he will find, if he read correctly, that 
on every page of those Epistles it is taught professedly, 
and, either directly or indirectly, with great* strength of 
argument in power and demonstration of the Holy Ghost. 
(7.) In a word, regeneration, through faith in Christ, is 
the end of the atonement, at least in one sense, and it is 
the engrossing theme of the Bible from Genesis to Rev- 
elation, more or less. When this doctrine is so clearly 
and fully taught, and so powerfully enforced as being ab- 
solutely necessary to an admission into eternal life, those 
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■who scorn both the doctrine itself and its necessity, and 
expect the eternal approbation of God notwithstanding, 
had better pause sufficiently long to give a reason why 
the Author of the Bible was so particular in revealing the 
doctrine of the birth of the Spirit, and its necessity, that 
he should suffer them to be willfully rejected, or else ex- 
pect the “vengeance of eternal fire” as the just demerit 
of their hell-born and heaven-daring pertinacity. 

(c) When men attempt to teach entire sanctification, as 
an internal and greater blessing than regeneration, for 
want of light they stumble, fall, and imconsciously slide 
into the doetrine of the new lirth. As a proof of this 
position we will mention a few facts. (1.) They hold 
that entire sanctification or Christian perfection is obtain- 
able hy faith Now, the moment they assume this ground, 
they take the term or condition of the Abrahamic cove- 
nant, and thereby show that a person whom they would 
regard as wholly sanctified,” is no more than one stand- 
ing in the same covenant relation, as Paul says, “ with 
fiiithful Abraham.” And since it can not be shown from 
Scripture that Abraham was ever “ wholly sanctified,” in 
their use of the phrase, it becomes evident that attempt- 
ing to teach their ‘ doctrine — emphatically theirs — they 
have mistaken the key of faith, and are compelled to fall 
back on the condition of another covenant, from the want 
of a covenant of their own, and to claim unjustly, as if 
by plagiarism, the condition of that one in which God 
promises, as a blessing to the soul, regeneration only. 
Now, if, from necessity, they must take man’s part in that 
covenant — that is, faith — and use it as the sole means or 
condition, consistency asks, why hot take God's part also 
in the same covenant, that is, regeneration, as the sole 
blessing ? This is what we call unconsciously sliding into 
regeneration when they come to treat of entire sanctifica- 
tion. If faith^ the term in the Abrahamic covenant, be 
the condition of salvation, the blessing in that covenant 
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must be the salvation itself; but St. Paul cleavly treats 
that blessing as no other than justification and the bless- 
edness connected therewith, which we all hold to be re- 
generation. (2.) In the same manner this singular glid- 
ing into the doctrine of regeneration, and this intruding 
on its rights and its identity as a doctrine, are manifest 
from the want that entire sanctification shows of didinct 
evidences from those of the new birth. This want is so 
apparent, that Dr, Peck, as we have shown, in Argument 
X, objection 7, has, in all his evid^^nces of Christian per- 
fection or sanctification, absolutely taken the plain, posi- 
tive, and Scriptural evidences of regeneration, and has 
applied them as proofs of 1m doctrine! Is not this an 
imperceptible transition into our view of the question? 
Would not the phrase sliding bade be rather expressive 
of this mode of treating the subject, all things consid- 
ered? Many other features of a similar kind might be 
mentioned; the reader can expand the idea. (3.) Our 
conclusion, therefore, is that regeneration is a plainly- 
taught doctrine of the Bible, having a covenant in which 
it is to be obtained on a clear and perpetually-taught 
condition of faith, and having evidences in vast number, 
whereas entire sanctification, as such, is not a clearly- 
revealed doctrine, having neither a distinct covenant, dis- 
tinct and reliable proof-passages of Scripture, nor distinct 
Scriptural evidences. Logically, therefore, we think that 
men should adopt, experience, and give demonstrations, 
in their outward deportment, of the former, and wholly 
reject the latter as untenable. 

4. We further conclude that regeneration is a necessary 
blessing to the human soul. 

(a) This has already been assumed in this conclusion, 
but very many reasons might he adduced in proof. Since 
many arguments, however, are not as necessary as sound 
ones, we will give a few of this class. 

(5) Regeneration is necessarv to final and eternal sal- 
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vation because the Judge of all the earth,” who will 
do right,” will judge raen as covenant-hrealcers or as cove- 
nant-lceepers. As to the former he has said, “jSe that he- 
lieveth 7iot shall he damned^ Reader, I put these words 
in italics that you may carefully observe them. This is 
the ‘^eternal decree” of God — I mean the eternal decree 
of ^^reprobation.” As to the latter he has said, ‘‘ Se that 
helieveth a7id is baptized shall he saved These words in 
like manner are worthy of notice. This is the eternal 
decree this is “ election.” Nor is it particular whether 
it be said, in substance, that God from all eternity fore- 
ordained that a certain number of the human family 
should be eventually saved, and that there can never be 
increase or diminution thereto, and that a fixed number 
are not so ordained but passed hy^ and so virtually fore- 
ordained to eternal fire. We say it makes no difference 
whether we take this ground or not. It is nothing to us. 
We can not tell whether it is so or not, as an opinion 
isolated from all other views such as we can find in the 
Scriptures, If it was revealed in the Bible we would *give 
our opinion on it, but as it is, and as these arguments are 
rather inclined to treat of what is revealed,' we will leave 
that between the reader and his Judge to decide. As to the 
decree, however, in question, there are some points which 
ought not to be neglected, granting that God has eter- 
nal decrees as to election and reprobation : First. That he 
never decreed that any man should be an miheliever and 
so damnedj nor that any should absolutely be a heliever 
and so saved. Secondly. We would have it observed 
that the eternal decrees of God are two. They are ahso- 
lute and irrevoeahle. The first is, HE THAT BELIEV* 
ETH AND IS BAPTIZED SHALL BE SAVED.” The 
second is, ^^HE THAT BELIEVETH NOT SHALL BE 
DAMNED.” Let no man deceive himself; the decree 
which will fix his eternal destiny is in his own will. All 
this is implied in^ and according io^ the Abrahamic cove- 
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nant of free grace. It is, indeed, the very covenant itself 
simply expressed in other words; which covenant never 
could have been introduced and established, having terms 
and conditions, on the part of man, subsequently to the 
supposed eternal decree of election and reprobation taught 
by some. We might as well talk of the same country 
having a despotic form of government and coexistent with 
this a republican form, since the ideas connected with 
each, respectively, are wholly incompatible. Either the 
Calvinistic decrees as to election and reprobation must be 
disproved and rejected, or else the covenant of free grace 
with the condition of faith on man’s part and the gift of 
the only-begotten Son, and Savior of the world, on God’s 
part must be. But if we reject the latter, behold the 
consequences ! Be perfectly calm, therefore, about the 
decrees of God.” In the day of judgment the Judge 
will not say to you, Come ye decreed or elected, as 
such, inherit the kingdom,” etc, ; nor will he say, “ De- 
part from me ye reprobated, as such, into everlasting 
fire,” etc. But he will judge man by his good works, 
considered not in the abstract, for this would be saving 
men by works antecedent to justification by faith; but he 
will take cognizance of the works of love and mercy as 
the test and sign of faith; and to those thus justified he 
will say, I was a stranger and ye took me in,” etc. ; 

enter into the joy of thy Lord.” On the other hand, 
he will condemn the wicked on the same ground of works 
as the index to a bad faith, and as opposed to that which 
is set forth as the condition in the covenant of mercy. 

He shall reward every man according to his works.” 
Matt xvi, 27. Hence regeneration, being the blessing 
that God gives to every soul that believes in him, is ab- 
solutely necessary in keeping with the covenant of grace 
between God and man. 

(c) The necessity of regeneration is also seen in the 
fact that man hy nature is morally dead. We say 
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nature’’ he is so. There is quite an effort made in the 
infidel world, at present, to prove that man is naturally 
a good being. It is granted that all men have some 
apparent good, which seems so to mortals, and which 
we must attribute to the influence of the Holy Spirit 
on their hearts, since the manifestation of the Spirit 
is given to every man to profit withal.” 1 Cor. xii, 
7. But the all-seeing eye of the Lord can not so dis- 
cern. For, The Lord looked down from heaven 
upon the children of men, to see if there were any that 
did understand and seek God. They are all gone aside, 
they are altogether become filthy; there is none that 
doeth good, no, not one.” So it seems that original 
purity is contrary to the Bible. When St. Paul argued 
the necessity of justification by faith, and so of regenera- 
tion, as always connected with it, he referred to this lan- 
guage of the Psalmist, just quoted, showing the Jew that 
he was naturally no better than the Gentile, that his 
only chance for salvation was through justification by 
faith, that there was no Jewish morality or preferences 
which could recommend him to God. • Therefore he said, 
“We have before proved both Jews and Gentiles, that 
they are all under sin.” When writing to the Ephe- 
sians, he tells them that they were ‘^by nature the chil- 
dren of wrath;” physei, may be rendered as to hirth^ 
or descent; it well compares with the author’s use of the 
same word in Gal. ii, 15, ^^We are Jews by nature, and 
not sinners of the Gentiles that is, physei^ as to 
hirth we are Jews. This is the Greek dative of reject 
w^herein any thing is applied, and is used to tell in what 
respect one is a child of wrath, and plainly says hy or as 
to nature^ that is, etymologically considered, the same as 
hy or as to birth. It accords with the prophet, that man is 
“ a transgressor from the womb.” Isa. xlviii, 8. 

It being true that “ that which is born of the flesh is 
flesh,” fallen and sinful by birth, like as the parent 
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according to all the analogies of nature in the reproduction 
of the animal world; Marvel not, ... ye must 
be horn again.’^ On account of an original^ total deprav- 
ity in man there must be a new birth. This was our 
Lord^s argument against Nicodemus. How false, we 
again remark, is the unconditional salvation of all men ! 
It was the father of lies ” that first preached this doc- 
trine, Ye shall not surely die.” This was the first false- 
hood that ever he told. For when God cursed him it was 
because thou hast done this.'^^ His cheek at this time 
not seeming to be very hard, he rather blushes at the 
promulgation of the doctrine the first time, and so qual- 
ifies it with a surely !” This sermon was preached to 
a congregation of but two, nearly six thousand years 
ago. They believed it; they practiced it, and it damned 
them both unto the absolute loss of the Divine imasre, the 
expulsion from the garden, and from the Divine presence, 
while its pernicious and damnable influence has been en- 
tailed upon their posterity unto this day. How strange it 
is, that when this doctrine once had a fair trial, havincr 
been preached to the whole world of mankind, already in 
a state of grace, when it proved then to be a signal failure, 
that this will not satisfy some, who in their moral infatua- 
tion and blindness, continue to stand side by side with 
their ancient father, whom they shamefully deny, and 
preach this doctrine still! Behold the contrast! This 
doctrine Christ's therefore, it is not of God. 

There are none so blind as those who will not see! 
None so deaf as those who will not hear ! It was not 
without some show of reason that the Savior of man said 
to a class of men of not less morality, “Ye will not come 
to me that ye might have life." We have no apology to 
offer for these remarks. We are speaking of the moe^- 
mty of the new birth. We are teaching a very false 
doctrine if this that we oppose is true; hence it justly 
demands what we have said for standing in the way of 
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our argument, and of wliat we understand to be Divine 
truth. 

(d) The necessity of the new birth will appear also in 
the truth, that it is Qods own plan ivlierehy we are restored 
to the Divine image and favor which we lost in tJie Fall. 
It is his only plan, which was given through Christ, our 
Redeemer. But he, so far as personal salvation, is con- 
cerned, is to be our Savior only on the conditions of the 
G-ospel. Now, for the love of the Divine image, for the 
sake of assimilating his pure likeness, we ought to “ ac- 
quaint now ourselves with him, and be at peace,’’ through 
the blessing of regeneration. 

(c) A very rational argument for the necessity of the 
spiritual birth is, that Christ died fob us. Since he loved 
us, we ought to love him in return, are bought 

with a pbioe; therefore glorify God in your body, and in 
your spirit, which are God’s.” Reader, please reflect on 
the love of thy Lord to a lost world, to thyself, and never 
cease to think upon it. Space will not allow a proper 
expansion of this great inspired truth in this place. 
Angels might covet our privilege. Behold what man- 
ner of love the Rather hath bestowed upon us, that we 
should be called the sons of God” But let it he the 
theme of our earliest and latest meditations to draw the 
soul away from that which is earthly and fix it on the 
heavenly — on him ‘^who was delivered for our offenses, 
and was raised again for our justification.” These are 
Scriptural reasons, given by the revelation of the Holy 
Spirit himself for the necessity of being born of God 
when he would woo man to the bosom of the Father. 
And what objection any one can have to this doctrine 
we can not see, unless that his heart is defiled with 
that natural disease above alluded to, on which the in- 
spired writers establish the necessity of a spiritual change, 
and unless his faith and morals are thereby rendered 
impure. 
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(/) There is, on the other hand, no necessity for entire 
sanctification, as such, for, first, its own friends say that 
regeneration is sufficient to procure the ultimate salvation 
of man. Dr. Peck, speaking of those who are justified, 
but not wholly sanctified, as such, says, “Though their 
sanctification may not be complete, they have the promise 
of eternal life, and, of course, have the pledge of com- 
plete sanctification, if they should be cut off by death in 
that state. It is most absurd to suppose that a justified 
soul can be lost, without having forfeited his justification 
by backsliding.”^ Here is proof from the pen of a strong 
advocate of entire sanctification, as a second work of 
grace, that the new birth alone will suffice to secure ever- 
lasting life. Therefore, there can be no necessity for all 
that is additionally claimed. Second. We have argued 
the sufficiency of regeneration in Argument VIII, which 
is not to be overlooked here as rendering what is called 
“ complete sanctification ” entirely useless. Third. It may 
be fairly proved from the writings of Rev. Richard Wat- 
son, the best theologian, perhaps, as a writer, in any 
branch of the Church as yet, first, that there is no such 
thing as sanctification, as a subsequent work in the heart 
to the new birth ; secondly, that it has no fruits. He 
says, “The change in regeneration consists in the re- 
covery of the MORAL IMAGE of God upon the heart ; that 
is to say, so as to love him supremely and serve him 
ultimately as our highest end, and to delight in him 
superlatively as our chief good. The sum of the moral 
law is to love the Lord our God wdth all our heart, and 
soul, and strength, and mind. This is the duty of every 
rational creature ; and in order to obey it perfectly, no 
part of our inward affection or actual service ought to be 
at any time, or in the least degree, misapplied. Regen- 
eration consists in the principle being implanted, obtain- 
ing the ascendency, and habitually prevailing over its 

^Christian Perfection, Abridged Edition, p. 31. 
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opposite.”* Now, I think that there is no uninspired 
man who can better define regeneration and its fruit than 
our author has here done it. For a man to do any mo?*e 
than is declared in this definition, is, in our opinion, as 
impossible, and as unreasonable, as it would be for him 
to think of making a world; yet, in the very nature of 
the case, more is required of a man to be ‘Svholly sanc- 
tified” than to be merely regenerated, according to the 
distinction in the theory. Two things are to be noticed 
in this definition of regeneration. First. He speaks of 
it as an inward work, and says it is the recovery of the 
MORAL IMAGE OF Goi) upon the heart. Second. He says, 
in substance, that the fruit of such a state of grace is the 
complete observance of the Divine law, and that ‘^in order 
to obey it (the moral law) perfectly, no part of our out- 
ward affection or actual service ought to be, AT any time, 
or IN THE LEAST DEGREE, misapplied.” Now, let us ex- 
amine him in the same work where he defines sanctifica- 
tion. He says it is that work of God’s grace by which 
we are renewed after the image of God, set apart for his 
service, and enabled to die unto sin and live unto right- 
eousness. Sanctification is either of nature, whereby we 
are renewed after the image of God, in knowledge, right- 
eousness, and true holiness, Eph. iv, 24, Col. iii, 19, or 
of practice, whereby we die unto sin, have its power de- 
stroyed in us, cease from the love and practice of it, hate 
it as abominable, and live unto righteousness, loving and 
studying good works.* Tit. ii, 11, 12. Sanctification 
comprehends all the graces of knowledge, faith, repent- 
ance, love, humility, 25eal, patience, etc., and the exercise 
of them in our conduct toward God and man. Gal. v, 
22-24 ; 1 Pet. i, 15, 16 ; Matt, v, vi, vii. Sanctification 
in this world must be complete ; the whole nature must 
be sanctified, all sin must be utterly abolished, or the soul 
can never be admitted into the glorious presence of God.” 

^ Theological Dictionaijry, Article REaENEBATioiT. 
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Two things will here be observed as in his definition of 
regeneration. (1.) He says that sanctification is that 
work of God’s grace hy which we are renewed after the 
IMAGE OF God. But the first point in his definition of 
regeneration js the recovery of the moral image of God 
upon the heart! Reader, do not these two statements 
perfectly coincide? Are not the two declarations iden- 
tical in sense? Is the “image’’ of God superior, in what 
is called entire sanctification^ to what it is in regenera- 
tion? Do we mean that our God, like Proteus, assumes 
a different image, at different times, suited to the theo- 
logical notions of men? (2.) We will now notice the 
fruits of sanctification, which Mr. Watson gives as the 
second point in his definition of it. Part of this, he says, 
is “ loving and studying good works and his reference 
to Gal. V, 22-24, is where St. Paul gives the fruits of the 
Spirit, all in one catalogue, among which he mentions 
“love,” and in verse 14 of the same chapter he says, 
“ All the law is fulfilled in one word, even in this, Tliou 
shalt LOVE thy neighbor as thyself.” This St. Paul gives 
as the fruit of the Spirit which every soul justified and 
regenerated has ; for in Galatians the apostle is speaking 
of regeneration, and not of what is termed sanctification. 
The adjective (hagios^ holy^ the verb dytd^w^ {Jiagi- 
azo^ to make lioly^ (Jiagiasmos,) holiness^ dyiaxrvvy}^ 

Qiagiosune^ holiness^ and dyi6T7]<;^ (hagiotes^ holiness^ are 
all wanting in the Epistle to the Galatians. But since 
the apostle taught the substance • of their meaning in 
verses 22-24, as the “ fruit of the Spirit,” to which Mr. 
Watson refers in his definition of sanctification, it is plain 
that our whole view of the question does not consist in 
sounds but in the exact sense of the Scriptures, otherwise 
the apostle did not preach entire sanctification to the Ga- 
latians, at all, not having used any 'word of that class. 
Therefore, since Mr. Watson has given us the fulfilling 
of the moral law, as the fruit of sanctification, the fruit 
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here, as the second point deducible from his definition, 
perfectly coincides with the fruit of regeneration as he 
has stated it in the second point of that definition. 
Therefore the two doctrines, as held by Mr. Watson, ex- 
actly coincide throughout each to each. Hence they are 
one and the same, considering sanctification as an inward 
work. If what is here said is incorrect, theologically, 
then the same principle is incorrect mathematically ; for 
there is a proposition in geometry, capable of demon- 
stration, which says, If two triangles have two sides and 
the included angle of the one^ equal to two sides and the 
included angle of the other^ each to each^ the two triangles 
will he equaV^ 

If we may be permitted to carry out this analogical 
demonstration a little further, in making the “image of 
God” and the observance of the moral law represent the 
two sides of the triangle respectively, there is a third 
particular that wdll well represent the “included angle” 
also; for in Mr, Watson’s definition of sanctification, above 
given, he says, “ All sin must be utterly abolisheu.” 
Very good. In another place he defines regeneration in 
these words: “It is that mighty change in man, wrought 
by the Holy Spirit, by which the dominion which sin has 
over him in his natural state, and which he deplores and 
struggles against in his penitent state, is . broken and 
ABOLISHED, SO that, with full choice of will and the energy 
of right affections, he serves God freely, and ^runs the 
way of his commandments.’ ^ Whosoever is born of God 
DOTH NOT COMMIT SIN, for his seed remaineth in him, and 
he CAN NOT sin, because he is born of God.’ ^For sin 
SHALL NOT HAVE DOMINION over you ; for ye are not un- 
der the law, but under grace.’ ^But now being made 
FREE from, sin, and become servants to God, ye have your 
fruit unto holiness, and the end everlasting life.’ Deliv- 
erance from the bondage of sin, and the power and the 
WILL to do all things which are pleasinh to God, 
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both as to INWARD HABITS and outward acts, arc, there- 
fore, the DISTINCTIVE characters of this 

Now, gentle reader, please turn back and read this def- 
inition of regeneration over again. Notice, (1.) The words 
in capitals, duly weighing their meaning. (2.) The three 
Scripture proofs which he gives of regeneration. (3.) 
That both in this and his definition of sanctification, ho 
positively teaches the abolition of sin from the heart. 
The one word abolished is actually common to both. 
Which of these definitions teaches the most thorough work 
in the soul? Reader, you may profess entire sanctifica- 
tion. If so, when you passed from the regenerate state to 
that of the wholly sanctified,'’ how much better ivere 
you, our mutual friend, Mr. Watson, being judge? Our 
included angle,” then, is represented by the abolition 
of sin in both his definitions! Were it not out of place 
here, we would be compelled to aver that this view of re- 
generation, compared with liis “former corruptions” in 
a regenerated soul, before mentioned, presents a contradic- 
tion which no man can remove. We, therefore, conclude, 
what under this third subdivision we undertook to prove, 
namely, first, that there is no such thing as sanctification, 
as a work in the heart subsequent to and distinct from 
regeneration; secondly, that such can have no fruit; for 
Mr. Watson, like Dr. Peck, has given it the fruit of regen- 
eration. 

Two additional conclusions, of a general character, as 
corroborating points already discussed, and as of no infe- 
rior moment, may hero be mentioned, (a) Wo have suffi- 
ciently proved, under letter (/), that there is no necessity 
for what is called entire sanctification, since our most emi- 
nent author and advocate of that belief has incidentally 
made out regeneration a complete work of grace in the 
soul. (J) His definition of regeneration, just now quoted 
from his Institutes, when observed particularly as to those 
* Theological Institutes, Vol. ii, Part Second, chap, xxiv, p. 267. 



Abo, XXIV.] 


CONCLUSION. 


543 


words in capitals, some of which are words of Scripture, 
incidentally and positively teach that a regenerated soul 
can not have sin attributed to it, as a superficial glance at 
St. Paul’s Epistles might lead one to suppose; for where 
sin is ‘‘abolished” in a man, he is not carnal; and the 
apostle had reference to “wolves in sheep’s clothing” on 
all such occasions. 

5. Regeneration may be obtained imianianeomly, 

{a) There is abundance of Scripture in proof of this. 
We mention this point as one which has been denied, 
and that, too, from the pulpit of a Church professing to 
be of the real apostolic succession. The ground has 
been assumed that there is a gradual 'work, requiring a 
lifetime to obtain it. We do not say that this, itself, is a 
strong presumption against such ministers themselves 
ever having experienced the new birth. Our Lord hath 
said, “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting 
life.” (6) At what period of a man’s life he shall obtain 
this “ everlasting life ” in his soul, or what length of time 
it will require him to obtain it, are questions to be de- 
termined by the nature of the human mind, it being 
granted that the blessing is obtained by faith. If irust^ 
the true and essential element in justifying faith, to be 
exercised by the mind, is the work of a lifetime^ then 
those gentlemen are perhaps correct ; but we are disposed 
to think, that the thief on the cross, Peter on the water, 
and the Syrophenician woman, had more active minds 
than some of those stalwart clergy of the gown and 
pi’ayer-book, who would perhaps have a score of souls to 
perish eternally while they are adjusting their robes, or 
prove themselves the honored instruments in saving one. 
0 for a -baptism of the Holy Grhost ! “ Help, Lord, for 
the godly man ceaseth ; for the faithful fail from among 
the children of men.” {e) Our observation teaches us 
that men are instantaneously regenerated. (1.) As to the 
countenance of such, when the work is wrought in them 
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by the Holy Spirit. The countenance of man is regarded 
as the index of his heart, in most instances, even by dis- 
cerning skeptics. The man of a free, open countenance, 
who is not afraid to look up, who is able, under any cir- 
cumstances, to act with perfect composure, and look his 
fellow* man in the face, is regarded as an honest man at 
heart — the exceptions are comparatively few — while the 
shy, skulking character, who, like the wolf, abhors the 
look of man, eye to eye, is supposed to be guilty. All 
this is acknowledged and observed by avowed infidels. 
We are acquainted with an individual who has now in his 
possession a chart of his own cranium, given by 0. S. 
Fowler, the w^ell-known American phrenologist, who, as 
was supposed, on examination, gave a remarkably-accu- 
rate and frank account of his character. In this he sim- 
ply placed his hand on the head, making no pretensions to 
feeling a thousand bumps that never existed, as the sci- 
ence of phrenology sometimes simulates; but standing 
before his subject, he looked him constantly in the coun- 
tenance, and thereby made his chart. 

Observe the difference between the man held in high 
esteem by bis fellows, and that one on the gallows under 
sentence of death. The one smiles; the other is sad. 
These are things that all admit, and that none can deny. 
Now for an application of the fact in the case. Observe 
the wicked and most abandoned, and the strongest-nerved 
champion of the vilest classes of human society; when the 
Divine Spirit reaches his heart, having heard the Word 
of life preached, or the feeblest instrumentality having 
been employed, his countenance puts away its vain aspect, 
and begins to assume the deepest solemnity ; tears flow pro- 
fusely ; the voice is broken ; the whole physical man trembles, 
like Felix. In the anguish of his spirit he falls at the altar 
of prayer, and cries, be merciful to me a sinner.^’ 

All are conscious, through the testimony of their own eyes 
and ears, from his countenance bathed in tears, and the 



Arg. XXIV.] 


CONCLUSION. 


545 


wailings of his contrite heart, that the soul within is in deep 
and indescribable trouble. The external index of that soul 
shows it as plainly as the gloomy countenance of the crim- 
inal attests that he is the victim of a righteous judicial 
punishment. In a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, he 
leaps to his feet and shouts, “Glory to Godd” “My sins 
are forgiven P’ His countenance beams with a heavenly 
beauty. God has wiped the tears of penitence from his 
eyes. He has given unto him “ beauty for ashes, the oil 
of joy for mourning, the garment of praise for the spirit 
of heaviness.” His face is now the index of his heart, 
just as much as it was before. What is the cause of this 
external appearance, this real change on his features 
which our eyes behold? Why is his mourning turned 
into praise, according to the testimony of the ears? Is 
not the proof sufficient to indicate a real change within 
corresponding? Does not this agree with the language 
of the prophet, where he says, “ A new heakt also will I 
give you?” Will skepticism account for all this, or will 
it deny that the countenance is the index of the heart in 
this case, and maintain it in other circumstances? We 
are told, “ The man is deceived “ he is in a spasm of 
excitement “ there is no reality in his conversion as a 
work of the Holy Spirit in his heart;” “it is mere fanat- 
icism.” Perhaps there was no reality in your mourning 
when the word came from the battle-field that your 
friend was dead, when you mourned in deepest sorrow 
over the sad news. Perhaps all was feigned as to the fact, 
that he afterward, the news having been false, came home 
and took you on such a welcome surprise, that you fainted 
in an ecstasy of joy. Forsooth your mourning had been 
all feigned! Your joy mere fanaticism! When these 
acknowledged instances of instantaneous joy, in common 
affairs are accounted for, it will be time for us to doubt 
instantaneous regeneration, having similar evidence in 
the aspect of the countenance. Now, that entire sanctifi- 
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ccLtioiij as an inward work of the Holy Spirit, is moment- 
ary, is a proposition in the debate that the writer is not 
anxious to affirm, however gradually such a point may be 
approached; and consequently he will leave it for more 
learned and able men. 

(2.) The conduct of persons regenerated teaches us that 
the blessing is instantaneous. It often happens that men 
converted in a moment’s time begin immediately to exhort 
others to seek that salvation which they themselves denied 
perhaps not twenty-four hours before their convictions. 
And instead of hating their enemies, the first thing after 
their regeneration, they often go to them asking forgive- 
ness, confessing past faults, old grudges, personal wrongs, 
and retaliations. Is this human? In addition to this, 
their lives, in many instances, are changed, as to tlie 
ways in which they walk, all the rest of their clays. In- 
stead of blasphemy, they are devoted to God; instead of 
hating, they love; transgression gives place to prayer; 
retaliation to blessings ; pride to humility. All these are 
manifested in such a degree, that no mere nominal re- 
pentance or change of habit, as is often the case in mere 
morals, can imitate them. This change of life is rather 
too great to be called a mere sham. The battle waxes 
too warm in Christian warfare for mere hypocrisy. These 
characters pray; they take up every cross; they endure 
every reproach. In every good word and work they are 
instant in season and out of season. Such can not well 
be said of those who unite with the Church for popularity 
and mere social relations of the better classes. In the 
day of the Lord’s battles they are out of rank, or for- 
sooth have deserted the field; in the season of public 
prayer they are speechless ; as sentinels they are asleep 
at their post. If their wealth renders all obseCj[uious to 
them, they are exceedingly pious; take away their money, 
and you completely annihilate them. Those who deny 
these facts are surely wanting in every-day observation. 
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Nor can any objection, founded on mere nominal profes- 
sion, or on the bad deeds of such, invalidate the testimony 
of the faithful, since the Christian religion, practically and 
experimentally considered in the soul, has a sufficient 
number who are really holy, and demonstrate its reality. 
This sudden and perpetual change in the life of the re- 
generated is worth something to our argument if fairly 
considered. 

6. Regeneration is represented as being a perpetual 
blessing in the soul, never to be transcended by any other 
of a different name. 

{a) As defined by eminent authority in our Churchy it 
can never be surpassed, as to completeness in purity. 
(1.) We have before q[uoted Mr, Watsom, wherein he de- 
fines it properly as “ the recovery of the moral image oe 
Gron upon the heart.” (2.) Our catechism, published by 
our Church, “unanimously adopted” at the “General 
Conference held in Boston, May, 1852,” defines regener- 
ation, in answer to question 56, “ What is regeneration 
thus : “ It is the new birth of the soul in the image oe 
Christ, whereby we become the children of God.” Both 
these definitions we regard as correct, but both make the 
soul born of the Spirit to be in the Divine image ; there- 
fore, we hold that a more perfect work within than this 
can never take place. This can never be excelled ; for, 
taking Mr. Watson’s definition of sanctification, as before 
given, and granting that it is possessed in the soul, that 
soul would not be any letter, would not be any more pure 
or perfect as to moral cleansing. It would only have just 
the same Divine image still. That our spirits wholly 
sanctified, according to given theory, are more pure than 
when regenerated is contradicted by the definitions of our 
received authors. And the doctrine of sin in a regener- 
ated soul, and hence the necessity of complete sanctity, 
makes the case more difficult still. To human reason it 
is absurd; for we have before found the doctrines to be 
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identical, from that very source, too, that teaches sin to 
be in believers ; so that if it is in the regenerated man, it 
is also in him who is wholly sanctified,’^ since they cor- 
respond precisely — ^both being in the image of God — sin 
in both being arolisheb.” Therefore, from the position 
of our Church on this question, entire sanctification is 
actually inconceivable! positively impossible! and regen- 
eration must be a perpetual blessing, as it respects its 
never being excelled by any other because there is no 
greater. 

(5) The idea of the necessity of a greater work in the 
soul than regeneration rests on a sandy foundation, namely, 
sin in believers.” This doctrine may be questioned from 
several fair considerations. (1.) It supposes the heart to 
be now what it once was — to be to-day what it was yesterday 
when it believed. (2.) Such a notion is at war with the re- 
ceived definitions of regeneration, before given, which say 
that the heart is then morally in the image of God. Is there 
sin in that image ? (3.) It seems to overlook the tend- 

ency of the heart to depart from God after it has been 
renewed, on which point the Scriptures give much warn- 
ing, such as, Abide in me “ Continue ye in my love 
“He that believeth hath eternal life.” There can be no 
sin in eternal life; if so, can there not be sin in heaven? 
Again, the verb “ believeth ” is in the present tense, and 
may be regarded as implying a constant reliance in Christ 
and the all-sufficiency of his atonement; at which time, 
if there is a Scriptural reliance, there can be no sin in 
the heart, for the covenant blood is thereby applied which 
“ cleanseth us from all sin.” Sin exists very often — 
alas, how common ! — ^in him who WAS a believer, but never 
in the heart of him who IS a believer. Such a view con- 
tradicts our Lord and his apostles in many places. Where 
there is sin there is condemnation, ]3ut says our Lord, 
“ He that believeth [Greek, 6 the one helieving~\ is 

NOT condemned.” John iii, 18. Paul says, There is 
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therefore, now no condemnation to them which are in 
Christ Jesus.” Kom. viii, 1. From these statements we 
may fairly conclude that since condemnation^ the effect of 
sin in the heart, is wholly removed, the cauee which pro- 
duced it is also. The facts in the case are simply these: 
If the soul was regenerated in time past and now has sin, 
it was either not entirely cleansed therefrom in that event, 
or else it has backslidden; if the former, then regenera- 
tion is NOT the moral image of God in the soul, since 
there is no sin in that image, and the received definitions 
also, as given, are incorrect. If the latter, then he is not 
a believer, but he has become an unbeliever, and, conse- 
quently, sin exists in him as such, and not as a believer. 
This latter view will be strengthened by two considera- 
tions : First. The Scripture represents immediate separa- 
tion from Christ as the result of a relaxation of justifying 
faith. If a man abide not in me, he is cast forth as a 
branch, and is withered.” Here the aorist ipXyjOri, is cast 
forth, is used to express the instant effect of unbelief. 
Professor Crosby says this tense is employed ‘‘with a 
certain expression of instantaneoiisness,^^^ Dr. Winer, on 
this very passage — John xv, 6 — says, “J/E is cast away; 
. . . the not abiding has this immediate consequence : 

whoever has separated himself from Christ, is like a 
branch cut off and oast away, which belongs no more 
EROM THAT MOMENT to the fruit-bearing vine,”t Sec- 
ondly. We have every reason to believe that a most over- 
whelming majority of professing Christians, judging from 
the Scriptural standard of holiness, that is, the require- 
ments of the moral law, are in a backslidden state. The 
love of gain, called covetousness, idolatry, pride, and ex- 
tortion, are common in the very bosom of the Church. 
The rules of ecclesiastical government are scarcely ever 
enforced against the delinquent members- And where are 

* Greek Grammar, § 5^"5. 

f Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, § 41, 5, b. 
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their accusers? Alas! “His watchmen are blind; they 
are all ignorant, they are all dumb dogs, they can not 
bark; sleeping, lying down, loving to slumber.” Isa. Ivi, 
10. Therefore, the doctrine of “ sin in believers ” is dis- 
proved whichsoever of the two alternatives we take. (4.) 
But the objector may say, “ Does not every regenerated 
man PEEL sin still lurking within, and therefore must he 
not be wholly sanctified?” To this we reply, first, Mr. 
Watson has made it appear that he is as free from sin as 
those who claim to be wholly sanctified. Second. If feel- 
INO is to determine the question, then this sense is as 
good evidence on the other side ; for every one regener- 
ated knows that his soul has received the fullness of the 
Holy Spirit. This he knows because he feels it; and we 
would most urgently ask if he feels sin now ? since his 
justification does he not also feel that he has backslid- 
den? Thirdly. This position may prove too much; for 
if we are to regard the feelings as any evidence at all as 
to whether the soul is regenerated merely, or wholly sanc- 
tified, why not also regard the works of the latter as 
proof of their profession also, especially since works are 
characteristic of the feelings and condition of the soul? 
But if this be done, the deeds of some who have pro- 
fessed a second work of grace may not very well evince 
the doctrine. The reader can supply here many such of 
their acts as we forbear to mention ; but we would inquire 
if they, in proportion to their number, have not given 
evidence of sin within equally with those who profess no 
more than regeneration? Fourthly. It is not proper to 
make feeling the test of theology. We must make the- 
ology the test of feeling. 

(e) The Scripture represents regeneration as a per- 
fetual blessing. “The just shall live by faith.” Eom. 
i, 17. The SUauK, (dikaios,) just man, that is, the man 
who is justified, and so regenerated, lives by faith, 
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the term or condition of his saved state before God, 
implying that he lives a spiritual life, by holding to the 
blessing of Abraham,” by means of the faith of Abra- 
ham,” which blessing is the new birth only. Abide in 
me.” John xv, 4. To abide ‘^in Christ” is to be a be- 
liever, and to be a believer is to be justified, and this is 
to be regenerated. Hence the expression is about the 
same as if he had said, Abide in me as regenerated 
men ;” that is, stai/ regenerated perpetually. He that 
belie veth on me hath everlasting life.” John vi, 47. 
Now, from the very nature of “everlasting life,” which 
depends on the perpetuity of the faith, it is impossible 
for a greater blessing to enter the soul. And hence, so 
far as it relates to sanctification, as an inward work, hav- 
ing any chance to occupy, regeneration must be perpet- 
ual. It is a clearly-revealed truth, that where a soul is 
born of God, it has the Holy Spirit dwelling in it. In 
fact, that change is wrought by the Spirit, a thing w^hich 
all orthodox divines admit and teach. Yet the Spirit is 
the Christian’s evidence of the Divine favor, as long as 
he lives on the earth after he has experienced justifica- 
tion. He never gets, Scripturally speaking, a brighter 
evidence of God’s favor, because no more is needed. 
“ Hereby know we that he abideth in us, by the Spirit 
which he hath given us.” 1 John iii, 24. Does not 
this teach us that regeneration is our perpetual state of 
favor with God as long as we live in the body ? St. Paul 
fully proves this when he says, “ We stand ” in grace 
“ and rejoice in hope of the glory of God.” 

{d) This perpetual feature of this heavenly state, never 
surpassed by any other, is in perfect accordance with the 
best approved Christian experience. Carvosso, that man 
of God, though a believer in what is called entire sancti- 
fication, nevertheless, in an incidental way, declares the 
truth which we aflBirm. He says, “I often compare my 
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heai*t to a watch or clock; which must be regularly wound 
up,or it will be found quite useless. 

* Still stir me up to strive 

thee in strength Divine ; 

And EVERY MOMENT, Lord, revive 
This fainting heart of mine/ 

In all my life I never felt a greater need of praying to 
my Heavenly Father, that he would continually cleanse 
the thoughts of my heart. I see I must take great care, 
or vain thoughts will lodge within ine.^ I must confess 
that I have sustained a loss from this quarter. If not 
repelled in a moment, they are of such a pernicious na- 
ture that a sting will be left behind ; and were it not for 
a fresh application of the ^ blood that speaketh better 
things than the blood of Abel,’ it would prove fatal. But, 
0, what a mercy it is, the Christian has a shield which, when 
well exercised, repels every fiery dart of the adversary ; 
but if for a moment the shield should slip, and a wound 
be received, there is no room for a moment’s despair, for 

‘ He has an Advocate above, 

A Priend before the throne of love.’ 

0 how great my privilege ! even above that of Adam ; 
for now it is written, ^ If any man sin, we have an Advo- 
cate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous.’ And 
of his advocacy I never saw so much need as I do at 
present; not that I am now more unfaithful than for- 
merly, but I now more clearly see that I depend on the 
intercession of Christ for every thing.” (Memoir, pp. 
202-3.) Our hymn, by Charles Wesley, beginning, 

0 for a heart to praise my God, 

A heart from sin set free, 

A heart that always feels thy blood. 

So freely spilt for me/* 

has the same sentiment, namely, a continual regeneration 

^By great care*’ he kept “ vain thoughts ” away, and thus maintained 
perpetual regeneration ; but had they lodged within,” I suppose wo would 
then have had a practical example of ^^sin in a believer 1” 
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in the soul, as the true Biblical standard of vital Christi- 
anity. If we take the stanza above quoted from Mr. 
Wesley, and examine it, we will find that it teaches the 
doctrine of regeneration as a continual blessing, and 
nothing more. A heart from sin mt free is the very 
language of St. Paul, in the sixth chapter of Romans, 
where he is with open declaration speaking of justifica- 
tion and its results. He uses the word ^^free to express 
the state of grace in the heart, and he employs it con- 
stantly in connection with the word to justify; nor is 
there even an intimation of sanctification, as such, in 
that whole Epistle. In the same hymn Mr. Wesley says : 

A heart in every thought renew’d, 

And full of love divine ,* 

Perfect, and right, and pure, and good, 

A COPY, Lord, of thine.” 

Now, since our Church has always held that regenera- 
tion is the renewing of the heart into the Divine image^ 
the word in the above stanza, corresponds ex- 

actly, and it shows that the poet could not express what 
he regarded as the sanctified state of the heart in any 
stronger language than the words we use when we speak 
of regeneration. His hymn stands in the hymn-book un- 
der the caption sanctification,’’ and appears to have been 
designed, and is held by our Church as a poetical prayer 
for that blessing. But, like Mr. Watson’s definition of the 
same doctrine, it must fall short of any more forcibleness 
than what is generally used to indicate regeneration. 
The first verse of the stanza says, A heart in bveey 
THOUGHT renewed.” This, then, is a continual regenera- 
tion^ incidentally expressed, as the standard of the Eivine 
favor ; and it is no more, it says no more than is implied 
and set forth in a regenerated heart. The reader will 
also see that our views just agree with Christian experi- 
ence, and with the theology of our Church on this point, 
only we deny the sense in which our writers have always 
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held sanctification; for we deem regeneration to be equal 
to what they call entire sanctification, so far as any fur- 
ther purity of heart is required. Constant^ effectual 
prayer is essential to the spiritual life of him who is born 
of G-od. This is all that can be aflSrmed of him who is 
said to be wholly sanctified ; a fact which is proved by 
the words of Christian experience above given. 

(e) The figurative ivord “son,’' used by our Lord to 
convey the relation of one born of the Spirit, teaches a 
continual regeneration, as long as the soul dwells in the 
body, and no higher state. For when the inspired writers 
used words, they designed them to be taken in their 
proper and common sense. They employed such terms as 
would make the things of the kingdom of God appear 
plain. The expression “ son,"’ in its^ common sense as 
accepted among men, conveys the idea of a certain rela- 
tion of a child to another person called “father.” Now, a 
son of an earthly father, at all ages of his life, whether he 
be one day old or of the age of one hundred years, always 
remains a son. And from his birth he is just as much an 
heir to the father’s estate as at any other period of his 
life. Let us carry out the force of this word which the 
Scriptures employ, and see the ^ result. When a soul is 
born of God the work is called “ regeneration.” The 
very word “born ” implies a son, as indeed he is constantly^ 
unless he backslide. During his whole Christian pilgrim- 
age he is simply a “son,” and thus keeps the same rela- 
tion to God as when first adopted. St. J ohn, in a rapture 
of praise to God for his inexpressible love toward us, on 
account of the blessedness of our sonship with the Father, 
exclaimed, “Behold what manner of love the Father hath 
bestowed upon us, that we should be called the sons of 
God.” 1 John iii, 1. This was as far as John, the beloved 
disciple, could see into this theological question. If he 
had any such idea in his mind as that which is conveyed 
by the phrase “ entire sanctification,” he very strangely 
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seems to have expressed himself as one speaking of the 
benefits and blessings of our union with God in the fullest 
sense, in such terms as would indicate regeneration only. 
The phrase ‘‘sons of God” implies the relation of persons 
regenerated and nothing more. He told here all he could, 
as to the condition of men on earth in a saved relation to 
God, for in the next verse he says, “Beloved, now are we 
the SONS of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall 
be.” So far as it relates to the sense, John might have 
said, “Beloved, now, in this life, we are regenerated, 
and after death it doth not appear to us what we shall be.” 
Our Lord’s Prayer is given to God’s people to be used 
just as long as men are individually required to pray. But 
when they pray they are taught to say, “ Our Father.” 
Does not this show that they are the sons of God as long 
as they are to use this prayer ? But are we not to use it 
when we are first begotten of God, however young in 
years we may be, and is it not equally appropriate if we 
maintain our same standing when we are one hundred 
years old ? Does not St. Paul teach us that “ Abba, 
Father,” is the word of praise in the mouth of him who is 
born of God ? The sons of God and those of the wicked 
one are strongly contrasted^ so that if the former do not 
imply that relation which the good, in the highest Scrip- 
tural sense, must always maintain, neither can the latter 
express the blackest and deepest degree of wickedness. 
“ In this the children oe God are manifest, and the 
CHILDREN OE THE DEVIL.” We, therefore, conclude that 
regeneration is a continual state of grace with the Chris- 
tian, entirely independent of a second blessing, because, 
as long as we live, we never can say any good thing 
of the most devoted Christian that can not be said of 
the regenerated man, for he is a son of God. He can 
say “Abba, Father;” this is his lifetime privilege. More 
can not be said of one supposed to be “ wholly sanctified.” 
The same kind of argument may be presented from the 
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figurative language wherein our Lord says, “ Ye are the 
branches.'’ For since, as Mr. Watson says, the change 
in regeneration consists in the recovery of the moral 
hnage of God upon the heart,” to suppose any more 
moral purity than what is implied in this change ” to be 
occasioned by an additional work in the soul, is as unrea- 
sonable as to suppose that the branches ” of a “ vine ” 
can assume a nature greater and more perfect than the 
vine itself. The doctrine of the Vine to the branches is, 
Abide in me but to abide in Christ is to be a believer, 
as all admit, and hence simply regenerated, therefore, the 
force of the exhortation is, abide, or continue, as regen- 
erated persons in Christ. 

(/) In order to represent regeneration as a continual 
work in the soul, not as opposed to apostasy, but to the 
exclusion of the idea of entire sanctification as subsequent 
to it, and as a work that the Christian must have within 
him from the moment of his justification till he die, we now 
call attention to grammatical proof, from which we think 
there can be no appeal. We allude to the use of the 
perfect tense of verbs in Greek — the language in which 
the New Testament was at first written — to indicate time 
as related to the present. We will first give the rule on 
which we found our argument, that the reader may clearly 
understand us. We will then call our proof in point, out 
of the original Greek Scripture. The authority of three 
eminent Greek scholars will be suflScient. “The perfect 
. , . expresses an action which has taken place, indeed, 
at a previous time, but is connected, either in itself or in 
its consequences, or its accompanying circumstances, with 
the present time ; thus, sypacpa^ ‘Z wrote^ signifies, indeed, 
the completion of the action; but it does not determine 
whether the consequences of it, namely, the writing which 
I have written, be still existing or not. On the contrary, 
yiypa<pa^ have Written^ besides indicating the fact of my 
having written, shows also the continued existence of the 
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■writing. In the same manner, yeydfxyjxa^ am married f 
on the contrary, iya/xT^tra, married^ Hence, xixzTj/xac 
signifies ^ I possess;’ properly, have acquired unto my- 
self^ and the acquisition is still mine’”'^ Again: ^^The 
perfect is sometimes called a past^ and sometimes a pres- 
ent; and neither without reason, since it marks the rela- 
tion of a past action to the^r^^mjJ time* The action which 
it denotes is past, but the state consequent, to which it also 
refers, is present; the tense is therefore in its time, as in 
many languages in its form, compound, having both a 
past and a present element. The comparative prominence 
of these elements varies in different languages, in different 
words in the same language, and in different uses of the 
same word. We remark, in general, that the present ele- 
ment has a far greater prominence in the Greek than in 
the English perfect.’^t Lastly : “ The perfect is used ^n 
entire conformity with the rules of the language, when 
time past is placed in relation to the present; that is, 
when something past is intended to be designated as just 
now completed, so that the result of the action is con- 
ceived of as permanent. Particularly instructive are the 
following instances : Luke xiii, 2, doxeirs, 6 'tc ol PaXdaTot 

ovTot d/xapTa)h)i napd Trdvrag . . . syiuovro, ore rotaora 

T.zTzovOaaiv, (hat these Galileans were sinners . . . ’because 
they suffered; that is, not that they suffered merely once 
in time past, (that would be the aor.,) but that the conse- 
quences of that suffering (death) are still manifest; iv, 6, 
on i/jLv\ Tzapadidorac (f that is, I am in possession 

of it after it has been transferred to me, commissam haleo 
potest atem; the aor. would be, it was transferred to me, 
which would leave it uncertain whether it still remained 
in my possession; V, 32, obx iXrjXoda xaXi^at dixaioo<;, I am 
not there, (on the earth,) in order to, etc., (aor., ^Xdov, I 
came not, was not sent,) comp, vii, 20, 50; GraL ii, 7, 

^ Professor Anthou's new O-reek Q-rammar, p. 480. 

f Orosby^s Oreek Grammar, I 579. 
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TzsTTiffTsufjai TO luayyikiov^ eoncTedituiTi mihi Tictheo^ etc., (his 
apostolic office continued.) Acts viii, 14; Mark x, 40, 
xi, 21, xvi, 4, iii, 26; John xii, 7, xiii, 12, xv, 24, xix, 
22, 30, XX, 21; Rom. iii, 21, v, 2, ix, 6; 1 Cor. vii, 14, 
xiv, 34; Col. iii, 3; Ileb. i, 4, iii, 3, x, 14, xii, 2, vi, 14, 
ix, 26; 1 John v, 10. . . . Therefore, in citations 
of the prophecies of the Old Testament very often ylyifaTz- 
r«£, or x£)^py]rj.dr^<TTat, Heb. viii, 6.”'^ 

In these three established authors on the Greek lan- 
guage, it may be safe to say that we have the best 
authority of the kind published in Europe and America. 
"We will now apply this rule just offered, which in sub- 
stance is the same according to our three authors, that we 
may see how it will suit our argument. It might, as a 
rule, be applied to many pavssages of Scripture to illus- 
trate our position. It is well to observe that the trans- 
lators of our English New Testament, in very many 
places, have properly translated the Greek perfect tense 
by the English present. The sense, according to the idiom 
of the two languages, respectively, demanded that they 
should; for in such instances the inspired winters had ref- 
erence to present time, as to the effect of the verb, but 
they had reference to perfect or past time as to the action 
which it indicated. Had they translated in such places 
by the perfect tense, the sense would not have been clear 
to the English reader, if intelligible at all; at all events 
it 'would not have been adapted to the.* style of our own 
language. Keeping this fact in mind, we may illustrate 
our rule, and also prove our point of doctrine, by almost 
any passage where our translators have given us the 
present tense for the perfect of the original. For illus- 
tration, we wdll take that passage in Luke iv, 6, referred 
to by Dr. Winer in the foregoing quotation, where the 
devil tells Christ that the power is delivered unto me.^’ 
The verb is delivered/^ which in our language is present 
•^Winer^s Idioms of the Language of the New Testament, f 41,4. 
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tense, in tlie Greek is perfect — napaSiSorac^ {paradedotaiy) 
has been delivered. This, however, would not give any 
evidence that Satan had the power at the time of his 
conversation with our Lord. It would only state and 
convey the sense that at some time previous to that inter- 
view he had received it, and the verbal translation which 
we give would not assure us that he has the power yet — 
that it is still in his possession while holding the conver- 
sation. The idea which he wished to convey to our Lord 
is this : The power has been delivered to me in time past, 
and I have it yet Now, since a falsehood may be stated 
just as grammatically as a truth, we see, granting Satan 
to have had the power, that he still has it, and that it is 
just the same as when he received it; that he and it bear 
the same conimual relation to each other. This text be- 
ing quoted, and its tense explained, simply for the sake 
of illustration and analogy, we now proceed to quote and 
set forth, according to our well-established rule as to the 
tense, a few such texts as will bring positive proof to the 
impending question. 

Let us also select another passage quoted before in Dr. 
Winer’s rule, namely, Eom. v, 2: ‘‘Therefore being justi- 
fied by faith . . through Christ; by whom also we 

have l_i<Txyjxafi£v, we have had'] access by faith into this 
grace wherein we stand.” Observe, (1.) Our translators 
have given us this verb in the present tense in order to 
present the true idea of the apostle that we still have the 
access. (2.) St. Paul is here reasoning on justification, 
as all can see from the first verse where he actually uses 
the verb to justify, and the word “therefore” connecting 
his conclusion with his preceding able argument about 
justification by faith, and with the results following that 
blessing. (3.) His meaning, therefore, is, “ TFe have had 
(in time past) access by faith into this (state of) grace 
(regeneration) wherein we stand (having access still) and 
rejoicel^ etc. Does not this .teach that a soul once born 
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of Go(3, and not having backslidden, always has that bless- 
ing and no other ; that at all times^ during life, it occu- 
pies tlie heart, and no other can be thought of or men- 
tioned consistently? 

Further, let us take Rom. vi, 'T, 6 yap airoOaywv dsdcxac- 
wrat oLTcd rvjq apapriae;^ For the one having died has been just- 
ified from sin. Having died^ is the aorist tense here, and 
signifies an action done^ accomplished. It means that the 
heart was as dead to sin, and as perfectly cleansed as the 
blood of Christ makes it to be. Has been justified^ which, 
in our English version, is rendered “ is freed, refers to 
an action past^ perfected in time past, and remaining so at 
the present time. We learn from this text, 1. That the 
man dead to sin and he who is regenerated are identical, 
2. That however long ago since he died to sin, he still 
remains justified and is not represented as having any 
other blessing additional than what this relation implies; 
that is, the perfect form of the verb, corresponding to the 
English, has been justifiedy indicates the work of justifica- 
tion as donsy finished at a point of time before the apos- 
tle writes; and that same tense form shows that the soul 
is conceived of as in that very same state yet — that the 
consequences of the long-ago pardon still remain — ^that 
neither the genius of the Greek perfect tense, nor the 
theology of the whole passage, requires the soul to attain 
unto any greater blessing than what is acknowledged to 
he a concomitant of justification. 3. While the context 
to this passage shows that St. Paul was arguing on justi- 
fication, and the verse itself actually using the proper 
form of the verb to justify, and Dr. Adam Clarke observ- 
ing these points, he also says, as we have elsewhere 
quoted, that this text teaches entire sanctification; so 
that he, like Mr. Watson and Dr. Peck, could not sepa- 
rate the two blessings, as they held them. Nor can any 
one else who takes the same view. For they allow, and 
must give them the one characteristics or attributes ; and 
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if this does not designate them as one, taking sanctifica- 
tion as an inward work, why do they prove the unity of 
the Holy Spirit with the Father, by giving him the same 
attributes as the Father? The two attributes to which 
we refer, in respect to regeneration and sanctification, 
both considered as inward works of grace, and as sepa- 
rate or distinct, are, that in each the moral image of 
God, as the inward work, is mentioned, and the keeping 
OF THE MORAL LAW, as the fruit of each, is also men- 
tioned. If these be separate blessings, as such, the same 
mode of reasoning would make it appear that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit are three distinct Gods. We notice, 
also, 

1 John iii, 9: “Whosoever is born [Trctf? 6 ysyswrjfxhiK-i 
every the one having been lorri\ of God [in time past and 
remaining so at the present time] doth not commit sin, 
[on account of his integrity to God,] for his seed remain- 
eth in him, [the Holy Spirit, the same occupant that took 
possession of the soul when first regenerated,] and he can 
not sin, [morally speaking he can not, physically he can 
just the same as ever, if he will, as thousands have done,] 
because he is born of God, [ysyivvTjTat^ has been born of 
God in time past, and remains so stiir\/^ In view of the 
grammatical rule already mentioned, as to the perfect 
tense of the Greek verb, we feel some degree of confi- 
dence that this is the true meaning of this passage. 
Now, it makes no difference how long ago one may have 
been born of God, St. John here represents him as being in 
that same state of the Divine favor, as to the name, na^ 
ture, and degree of the blessing — ^I mean degree of 
purity — which representation is made by the use of the 
perfect tense to indicate present time ; still he is simply 
a regenerated man. 1 John iii, 14: “We know that we 
have [in time gone by] passed Ijxsra^sgyjxafisv] from death 
unto life, [and that we remain in this state of life yet, as 
the fruit of it is manifest NOW by the fact that we] love 
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the brethren.” The verb <z;^a7rfi>/iev, we love^ being in the pres- 
ent tense, just corresponds with the present idea in the per- 
fect tense of the former verb. So, also, 1 John iv, 7, Every 
one that loveth is born \YeYivvifiTat^ has been lorn and is 
horn yet] of God, and knoweth God.” Take notice, that 
^‘knoweth” is present tense, and agrees with the doctrine 
that the soul born of God, perhaps years ago, is regarded as 
still in that very state. Therefore the grammatical author- 
ity of the original language of the New Testament proves 
that regeneration is the only blessing that God designed to 
communicate to man as the inheritance of his soul in the 
present life. If any man object to this argument, founded 
on the tense of the verb, in favor of the perpetuity of 
regeneration, let him bear in mind that we have pro- 
duced, perhaps, the best authority in the known world, as 
critics on the Greek language in general. Eor the Greek 
grammars mentioned are the substance of the ablest Ger- 
man writers, while Dr. Winer, whom we have quoted, 
stands supreme in his department. Of his work, called 
the “Idioms of the Language of the New Testament,” 
Professor C. Hodge says it is a “Critical Treasury.” 
Professor Stewart says^ “There is nothing like it. It is 
beyond all question a nonpariel of its kind.” We there- 
fore console ourself with this view, that if we have in one 
respect the theology of some great men against us, we 
have the scientific labors of the most learned in our favor 
in many respects. 

7. In case the perpetuity of regeneration cease on ac- 
count of sin, by means of backsliding, that soul must go 
to God as at first in all cases. 

(a) The backsliding of persons in the highest degree 
of the Divine favor conceivable in this life, need not he 
called in question; for Judas, one among the twelve, was 
once a good man. He was chosen with the rest of the 
apostles from the mass of our Lord’s private disciples. 
He was appointed to do miracles. Had he always been 
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wicked, the endowment of woi-king miracles would have 
been incompatible with the Divine character. Satan did 
not enter into him till after he took the sop.” Christ 
said, I chose twelve of you, and one of you “ is ” a devil. 
Some say he always had a devil, but Christ did not say, 
one of you a devil. St. Peter says that Judas 

“by transgression fell ” from “this ministry and apostle- 
ship.” Now, it is just as impossible for us to conceive 
of him falling from the ministry and apostleship, if he 
had never these in reality, as much as the other apostles, 
as it is impossible for us to conceive of an effect pro- 
duced without the necessary causes. A moral position to 
fall from “ by transgression,” must be antecedent and 
necessary to the fall ; and that his was a position of grace, 
as well as of office, is as forcibly indicated in the impli- 
cation, as if set forth in open declaration; for it is said 
that he fell hy tramgremon^ which shows that he fell from 
grace — that he stood in covenant favor, and had a law to 
keep which he violated. The Scripture plainly teaches 
that he was lost. According to Christ’s prayer the Father 
had given him to Christ. According to the same prayer 
Judas was lost : Those that thou hast given me I have 
kept, and none of them is lost, but the son of perdition, 
that the Scripture might be fulfilled.” John xvii, 12. 
Some one is here said to be lost according to the pre- 
diction of a prophet. We are referred to Psa. cix, 7, 
where it is said, “When he' is judged, let him be con- 
demned;” (yhisTishaphto yetse rasha,) in his 

being judged^ let him go out a guilty and let his 

prayer become sin. St. Peter^ — Acts i, 16 — says the 
Holy Ghost spoke this concerning Judas and he obvi- 
ously has reference to this Psalm, because he quoted it — 
Acts i, 20 — in part. Therefore Judas, in the general 
judgment, shall go out from the presence of his Judge a 
guilty man. How can it be otherwise, since the last act 
of his life was to commit suicide? He actually hung 
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himself. Dr. Rohinson defines the word dTryfy^azo, {apen- 
xato,) to strangle one’s self by hanging, to hang one’s 
self” In 2 Sam. xvii, 23, the Septuagint has the same 
Greek word exactly, that is used in Matt, xxvii, 5, con- 
cerning Judas, and there is no evidence that Ahitophel 
choked himself on grief; for he was calm. 

Out first parents fell also from a state of grace, and 
that, too, when already in very great favor with God; 
more so than men are in the present life — but not as to 
purity of soul — because we, when regenerated into the 
same moral image of God in which Adam originally was, 
are nevertheless connected with bodies of filesh injured by 
the Fall, and more liable to temptation. So, when he fell, 
under such propitious circumstances, how much more 
easily may we fall! He had the tempter presented 
merely external to his soul; we have the same, besides 
many internal spiritual infii'mities, arising from a fallen 
nature, which are really enemies to us, but are not neces- 
sarily sin. It is incorrect to call such things sin; for 
Christ was subject to the same, who knew no sin.'"’ 

Angels fell ; and they, too, similar to us, though of a 
higher order of being as to free moral agency, capability 
of doing right and wrong, accountability, spirituality, and 
being the subjects of moral government. And since they 
fell, under such gracious circumstances of their being, so 
much superior to us, let us take heed lest we fall.’’ 

(h) When having lost our regenerated condition, we 
must return to God and look for the same blessing again. 
David prayed, after he committed sin, “Restore unto me 
the joy of thy salvation.” The word ‘^restore ” means to 
give back what one formerly had. It is a word of very 
common use. David lost the blessing of regeneration out 
of his soul. He called it the joy of God’s salvation. To 
say that he had not lost it, would make his praying for its 
restoration appear absurd to any reasonable mind. The 
fact of his returning to God to seek the same blessing, as 
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to name, that he once had, is a good lesson for all pious 
men who may by any means fall from grace. St. John 
writes to the Church of Ephesus, who had left their first 
love,’^ Repent and do the fir'd worksJ^ This is the true 
doctrine: ^‘If any man sin, we have an advocate with the 
Pather, Jesus Christ the righteous.” 

(c) Those who object to the doctrine of falling entirely 
from grace, hold that a soul once in favor with God can 
never be finally and eternally lost. They argue their po- 
sition on the ground that such a one is a son of God, and 
that as a son is always the son of his earthly father, there- 
fore so shall he be always a son in grace who once becomes 
such. This view is very objectionable, and in fact it well 
illustrates the efforts that some make to support an inde- 
fensible theory; for, (1.) While they pretend to build their 
argument on analogy in the two cases, there is actually no 
analogy existing, as to the condition on which the sonship 
depends in each respectively; and condition is the very 
thing in dispute. Our sonship with God is conditional. 
We become his children on condition of our faith in him. 

Without faith it is impossible to please him impossible 
to ever receive the Spirit of adoption. And as we can not 
receive, and at first obtain, our sonship without the faith 
that justifies, so is it impossible to retain the relation of 
sons without faith continually exercised in the very same 
manner as we did to receive adoption at first. “ A thou- 
sand oracles divine” might be adduced to prove this con- 
ditionality of our sonship with God from the time of our 
conversion till death ; such as, “ The just shall live by 
faith;” Abide in me;” I have fought a good fight, I 
have FINISHED my course, I have kept the faith.” When 
our Savior prayed to the Father in behalf of his disciples, 
he said, “ That thou shouldest keep them from the evil.” 
What but a conditional sonship, after one becomes a child 
of God, is intended by the parable of the sower? Finally, 
the man who received the one talent as fairly represents 
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a recipient of the saving grace of God, as he who was 
intrusted with the five talents; and the fact that the 
former as well as the latter was put in possession of that 
talent, shows that at the time he received it to keep and 
improve, he was in the Divine favor and on probation, 
just as certainly as the one who had received more. The 
further fact that his Lord called him to an account and 
judged him equally with others, and treated him as he 
lid, teaches that his was as fair a case for judgment as was 
;hat of others. The Judge is also represented as punish- 
ng fully ^ wdiich implies that such punishment was due 
lim, and that he might have avoided it. Now, his just 
sentence — a banishment into outer darkness, with 
^‘weeping and gnashing of teeth’* — was not inflicted 
because he had never been regenerated; for the one tal- 
ent as the representative of grace, implies that he had 
been made a son of God, if there is any sense or applica- 
tion to the parable at all ; but he was punished because ho 
was an unprofitable servant,” because he did not keep 
what he had obtained. The reprimand of his Judge 'was, 
‘‘ Thou oughtest therefore to have put my money to the ex- 
changers.” He was called a wicked and slothful servant.” 

Now, learn three things from this parable, (a) Sloth- 
fulness as to religion is 2vicked7ies8, (h) One who has 
been once adopted into the family of God will be finally 
east into ‘‘outer darkness” for such slothfulness, (e) The 
doctrine of “once in grace ahvays in grace,” and of 
unconditional sonship with God, from the day of our first 
regeneration till death, are positively contrary to the 
very design and scope of this parable. But, on the other 
hand, our sonship with the earthly father is wholly uncon- 
ditional, We have the privilege of choosing God as our 
.heavenly Father, but "we have no choice in the earthly 
fiither. Under every circumstance, from our birth to our 
grave, we remain sons of our earthly fathers, irrespect- 
ive of condition. No condition can ever affect the mere 
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relation of father and son on earth. We may be good 
and obedient, or most degraded and disobedient, yet in 
either case we remain sons. The case is, therefore, not 
parallel. It wants analogy just where it should have it. 

(2.) But the ground of the objector, as to the issue in 
hand, is absolutely wanting in fact For while the merely 
natural relation of father and son must always exist the 
same, the son may, nevertheless, for some offense against 
the father, be disinherited, or, as is often the case, and 
very unjustly too, especially with parents educated under 
the influence of old tyrannical governments and laws, one 
may be disinherited simply because he is not the first- 
born. So, then, the true analogy in the comparison con- 
sists not in the mere abstract fact of our relation to the 
earthly and the heavenly Father as sons, but it depends 
in maintaining their constant favor on conditions. Now, 
as we would, as natural sons, finally obtain an inheritance 
on earth from our father tlirough a constant and becoming 
obedience to his commands, so, having been born of God, 
if we would gain the heavenly inheritance we must ‘^keep 
the commandments.’^ Had the objector made the point 
of analogy correctly, he would have spoiled his own ar- 
gument. The analogy consists not in sonship but in 
obedience. Take notice, our point of difference is not 
concerning natural and spiritual children at all ; it is 
respecting the analogy as to Tioio to maintain the relation 
of sons both in nature and in grace. The true idea of the 
comparison rests in obedience^ and not in relation; and 
so St. Paul says, ^^Be ye therefore followers of God as 
dear children [follow their parents].’^ 

(3.) If a perpetual sonship with our heavenly Father is 
to follow as a consequence of our having become his son 
once^ simply because we are perpetually sons in the 
natural sense, then, on the same grounds, other points of 
similarity between a son in nature and a son in grace 
must also follow; therefore, Universalism will be well 
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accommodated, since, as our natural sonship, abstractedly 
considered, does not in the least depend on obedience to 
the parent, so neither need we obey God in any thing 
whatever after we have once been adopted as his sons. 
Murder, followed by the immediate penalty of the rope, 
would be the direct road to heaven ! And David, having 
committed adultery, spent his breath for naught when he 
prayed, ‘^Restore to me the joy _of thy salvation.^^ 

8. The doctrine of the impossibility of falling finally 
from grace, is further disproved by, first, the nature of 
the human mind. Our mind is capable, in all affairs, of 
laying aside one thing and assuming another. This is 
altogether optional with us ; and those who adhere to the 
impending doctrine of “final perseverance” should show 
why the mind should, and wherein it does differ in its oper- 
ations as to religion from its operations in common, prac- 
tical, and scientific pursuits. This argument we base on 
what we presume will be admitted, namely, that a constant 
faith in God is necessary in order to please him. Secondly. 
Several general considerations make the possibility of a 
ruinous fall from grace appear plain, (a) The every-day 
facts of such around us. (6) The examples of such in Scrip- 
ture. {e) The many solemn warnings given to God’s people 
to keep the faith, (d) Prayers for their continuance in 
the love of God. (e) The apostle’s own fears lest after 
he had preached to others he should become a castaway. 
(/) The instruction of pastors to teachers for their 
Christian development, the neglect of which caused St. 
Paul to so solemnly declare the consequences of apostasy 
to the Hebrews, as arising from their ignorance, {g) The 
doctrine of temptation on the part of Satan, who is 
“subtile,” and yet he tries to deceive God’s people as 
he tried Christ — a foolish thing for him to do if men 
can not fall from grace, (A) The influence of the Holy 
Spirit to help us against our foes, (i) The necessity 
of personal prayer “without ceasing.” {j) The economy 
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provided for such, as may fall into sin after justification, 
found in the Divine advocacy : If any man sin, we have 
an advocate with the Father/’ by whom we must approach 
him again. (Jc) If a complete fall from grace is impos- 
sible, and if this impossibility is Scriptural, men should 
preach it. Then, the results may be readily conceived of, 
since the world is bad enough as it is with all the preach- 
ing that we hear just to the opposite. 

9. What has already been said in the whole course of 
these arguments is not conti'ary to the Scriptural doctrine 
of a growth in grace. But this phrase being somewhat 
ambiguous, occurring but once in the Scripture, namely, 
2 Peter iii, 18, the expression Christian growth w'ill be 
equally comprehensive and perhaps more easily explained, 
which for convenience we will adopt. 

(a) Christian growth, as a thing about which men have 
talked and written so much and practiced so little, let it 
signify what it may, can not mean a more perfect work 
of the Holy Spirit as to purity of heart than regenera- 
tion. For, first, there is no possibility of such a thing 
from the nature of regeneration as taught by the advo- 
cates of entire sanctification themselves, since they say 
it is “ the recovery of the moral image of God upon the 
heart.” The doctrine taught in this quotation can not 
admit of growth in the sense of more purity. The Divine 
nature can not increase, nor can the image” of that 
nature any more than infinity can. The “moral image 
of God ” can not be increased or diminished as to nature ; 
in all his attributes he is unchangeable. Less than his 
image could not be “the image of God/’ more than this 
is, to human understanding, inconceivable. Second, from 
the perpetuity of regeneration, as before argued, Christian 
growth can not mean an increase of purity above the 
new birth. It has been shown from the use of the per- 
fect tense, by inspired writers, and acknowledged by the 
best of grammatical authority, that this blessing, while 
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the soul does not backslide, keeps forever enthroned 
therein, and is at all times the -proper and Scriptural 
expression to convey to us the idea of one having the 
greatest favor, true Scriptural communion, fellowship, and 
life in God. Since this is the proper word to convey 
such an idea, growth, beyond what the term regeneration 
implies, is, necessarily, inconceivable and unscriptural. 

(b) Christian growth, from the very term itself, must 
be something analogous. Inspired writers have used the 
word ^^GROW,” which must have been employed in an 
every-day signification, common and familiar to all. Such 
a sense agrees with their custom of writing ; for while our 
Lord and his apostles used parables and customs of things 
then existing among men to teach the things of the king- 
dom of heaven, they also used single words in their com- 
monly-received signification. These we are to understand 
analogically; for example, the words “justification’^ and 
“ condemnation,’" and such like, our learned commentators 
say are forensic ” or legal terms. They are as express- 
ive of man’s relation to God, respectively, as they are 
of his relation to the court of civil jurisprudence. Now, 
Christian growth may be regarded on the same ground, 
from an analogical stand -point. 

(1.) The word growth^ in general, means an approxima- 
tion toward that which constitutes completeness in the 
subject thereof. This is a definition of our own, inde- 
pendent of any dictionary, and perhaps can not be fairly 
objected to unless it can be shown that what defect it 
may have will not affect the argument when applied to 
nature as well as when applied to grace. 

(2.) This definition seems to be applicable to both vege-- 
tables and animals. As soon as we see the young tree, the 
tender grass, and the immature fruit, judging from the 
testimony of our own senses, we at once say that such 
things have not yet received their full growth^ but we say 
that they are approximating toward that completeness 
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which belongs to them respectively. So when we see the 
young beast of the field, the young fowl of the air, and 
the young of the human species, we say that they have 
not yet attained unto their full growth^ but are approxi- 
mating toward their respective completeness. If it is ob- 
jected to this definition, that it contemplates growth only 
as an approximation toward completeness, and would never 
arrive at the completeness itself, we answer, first, as ap- 
proximation toward a given point ceases to be approxima- 
tion when it arrives at that point, so when growth ceases 
to be approximation, it is presumed that it has reached the 
goal of its completeness in the subject. Second. Chris- 
tian completeness, or perfection, and Christian growth are 
two things ; for a Christian may, and is required of God 
to be, perfect every day of his life, in the sense of keep- 
ing the whole moral law, as the fruit of his regeneration, 
in the sense of loving the Lord his God with all his heart, 
mind, soul, and strength, and his neighbor as himself. His 
growth never goes beyond this, as the fruit of his faith ; but 
his perfection to-day must expand beyond what it was yes- 
terday, so as to give the growth a chance to grow. Thus, 
his perfection to-day may fill the Divine law, and to-morrow 
it must fill it also ; but that of to-morrow must be as much 
greater than that of to-day, as his capacity to-morrow is 
supposed and required to be greater than that of to-day. 

Two apples may each be perfect; they may be plucked 
from the same tree ; they may be equally ripe, equally 
delicious ; as to quality exactly identical ; but one may 
be larger than the other — that is, growth, by approxima- 
tion in both respectively, may have reached the culmina- 
ting point. It is, therefore, self-evident that their perfec- 
tion and their growth are not identical ; for in the former 
we find them the same, and in the latter there is a differ- 
ence. And if this is not really a fact in nature, our 
argument is not in the least affected, since it appears 
perfectly clear as a conception of the mind. And from 
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the day that they appeared in the blossom till they ivere 
ripe fruitj they daily fulfilled the natural law peculiar to 
their growth; and thus, from their first appearance till 
ripe, were perfect apples, as such ; while the approxima- 
tion toward completeness of to-day over yesterday con- 
stitutes their growth, 

(c) Growth, as an approximation toward completeness, 
holds admirably as to man. . 

(1.) Man is a triune being. As he was originally cre- 
ated like his Maker, as to moral image, so is he like him 
as a trinity. He is a man physically ^ as certainly as he 
has a body of flesh, as truly as the medical college exists 
where men are instructed concerning this earthly taber- 
nacle, and as obviously as the medicine and the treatise 
thereof pertain to the healing of this physical man. ' He 
is a man mentally^ as sure as the school-house exists with 
a view to the development of the mind, and the multipli- 
cation of books as its productions. That he is a man 
morally, the Decalogue, as the rule of his morality, the 
church where the same is expounded and enforced, and 
his own consciousness all suflSciently show- 

(2.) Growth, of any kind, is logically an effect produced 
in the subject through the use of the proper means. 
This use is the cause, Nothing in natural philosophy 
can be more absurd than to conceive of an effect with- 
out an adequate cause. Such is the same as to sup- 
pose our own existence, and that of the natural world, 
without that “ Great First Cause.” 

(3.) Growth, as an effect of the use of proper means 
as a cause, appears in animals and in vegetables. The 
beast of the field, if put in a pen and not fed, will not 
only cease to grow, but will fall away and die, while on 
good pasture he will grow to his full size ; which growth 
is a result of good usage, as the cause of the effect. 
This effect is a result arising from a cause appointed for 
the animal creation, by a general law of nature — ^by the 
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GrOD of the natural lYorld. The plant also grows, and 
this growth is an effect or result arising from the necessary 
causes which produce it, such as good soil to attract the 
essential properties from the atmosphere — sun and shower. 
Without these natural causes in necessary and in suffi- 
cient proportion, growth, the effect, must cease. 

(4.) In this manner man is seen to grow in every re- 
spect; and in his case, also, growth is the effect arising 
from the use of the proper means as the causes. He 
'grows ^hysically^ because he takes a sufficient quantity 
of nutritious food from his birth, as the necessary thing 
to produce such an effect, without which the effect ceases, 
and he dies. As a mental being, his powers expand, if 
the mind is fed on the food necessary to its growth, such 
as the course of study usually prescribed in the common 
school, the higher branches of the college and university. 
He growB mentally; and this growth is the effect pro- 
duced by partaking of the prescribed means. On the 
other hand, if left uneducated, his mind is dark, and 
growth, the effect, is never produced, because the essen- 
tial cause has not been employed. Like the poor op- 
pressed sons of Africa, he can never show much effect, 
as such, mentally; not that the mind of the negro is 
darker than that, of any other people as a nation, .on ac- 
count of a want of culture, as some, from an erroneous, 
political, pro-slavery, antiscriptural, party-serving, shame- 
ful, diabolical, and heathenish policy, suppose; for the 
deceived Catholic Irishman, the English collier, the igno- 
rant German, and the indolent backwoods- American are 
just as degraded, and in many respects not half as po- 
lite as‘ their black bbother, or one blood, 

created by the same God, and redeemed by the same 
Savior; who, also, has shown himself capable of educa- 
tion, of self-government, and of the use of arms, as well 
as those who think that it is God’s glory that they should 

* Acts 3cvii, 26. 
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enslave, degrade, and oppress him. Let no reasonable 
man regard the degradation of the negro as native^ till 
he account for the miserable mental and moral degrada- 
tion of his white brother — let him look at home first. 
The great hue and cry about “negro equality” will be 
somewhat apologized for when the fact becomes more 
generally known to those who make this strange noise, 
that in very many instances either they or their ances- 
tors were themselves first fed at the breast of a negro 
nurse. 

(5.) If growth, as above defined, be an effect arising 
from the use of the means respectively, as the necessary 
causes in natural things, why not consider it as an effect 
ill the same sense in spiritual things, since man is seen 
to be a trinity ? And he need not doubt the Divine Trin- 
ity because it looks to be mysterious, unless he also 
doubt his own threefold existence — equally three in one. 
And since each part of his triune being, as far as it re- 
lates to the two parts mentioned, is capable of growth, and 
must have the means, as the causCy to produce this effect 
in these two parts of his nature, is it not equal to dem- 
onstration that he must have the means also as the nec- 
essary cause to produce the spiritual and moral growth 
as an effect ? And, since, if he do not receive the causes 
as a physical and as an intellectual man, necessary to the 
growths in these respects each, he dwindles and perishes 
in them respectively, is it not evident, from the law of 
analogy, and of natural proportions in his being, that he 
must employ the appointed means in order to grow mor- 
ally, that is, to grow the proper Christian growth? Will 
any one he so inconsistent as to give the word “ grow,” 
as used in Scripture, another sense when applied* to the 
moral man, from what he must give it when applied to 
the physical and the intellectual? Nor can any one ob- 
ject to this manner of treating the Christian as a moral 
marly the same as we treat of him physically and menially y 
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since Divine inspiration has represented him as a moral 
child and as a moral man also. St. Paul says, Breih- 
ren^ do not ye become children as to the mind^ hut as to 
wickedness act ye the child^ but as to the mind become ye 
yerfecty 1 Cor. xiv, 20. That is, become perfect men. 
And Peter says, ^^As new-born babes, desire [ye] the 
sincere milk of the Word, that ye may grow thereby [to 
be men].’’ God has used certain terms, in a metaphor- 
ical sense, to convey to us the true spiritual sense. We 
are as much bound to take '‘^babes’’ and ‘^meii” in this 
passage, in a metaphorical signification, as w^e are the 
word “ milk.” 

. (d) If we are correct in the foregoing arguments, 
in saying that Christian growth is an effect accruing 
from the use of proper means as the cause, the Scrip- 
ture will sustain the argument. If incorrect, it may not 
be tenable. 

(1.) Some passages will now be quoted to show that 
Christian growth is a result or effect arising from its true 
cause. 'As new-born babes^ the rational and sincere milk 
desire ye^ in order that by it ye may grow, 1 Peter ii, 2. 
Observe, they are first to desire the milk ; secondly, this 
is for a final purpose, as a result or effect to be produced, 
which final purpose is expressed by the final conjunction 
Iva, (hina^) tha% or in order that. In other words, the 
rational and sincere milk ” makes the Christian child — the 
young convert — grow to be a full-grown Christian man. 

For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have 
need that one teach you again, which be the first princi- 
ples of the oracles of God; and are become such as have 
need of milk, and not of strong meat.” Heb. v, 12. 
Here the Hebrew Christians are represented as showing 
the effect in the opposite direction ; that is, because they 
did not use the means, as the cause by which the Chris- 
tian is to grow, they dwindled. Just so, both mind and 
body also will dwindle when they do not receive that which 
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gives them growth. It is said to be a poor rule that will 
aot work both ways. 

Matt. XXV 5 14-30 : This reference embraces the par- 
able in which our Lord exhibits the kingdom of heaven by 
the distribution of talents. The one who had received the 
five talents, by his use of them as the cause, gained five 
more as the effect. So did he who had received the two ; 
he to whom one had been given, did not make use of the 
means of growth, as the true cause, and by such neglect 
he became the subject of a just and corresponding pun- 
ishment as the effect — ^‘Take therefore the talent from 
him, and give it to him which Lath ten talents.^’ Moral 
causes produce moral effects, which latter are moral 
growth, just as certainly as physical and mental causes 
produce physical and mental effects or growths. Feed 
the child on good food, and the physical man by growth 
is developed; feed him on books, and the mental man is 
developed; feed him morally by proper culture, as if of 
the one talent to be improved, and the moral man soon 
receives his full growth. 

John XV, 2 : “Every branch in me that heareth not fruit, 
he taketh away ; and every branch that bcareth fruit, he 
purgeth it, that it may bring forth more fruit.’’ The 
branch, on its part, is to bear fruit. If it do this, the 
Father, who is the husbandman, verse 1, will “purge” it. 
Dr. Eobinson defines this word, “ To eleame a tree or vine 
from useless branches, to prune” He who bears the fruit 
which characterizes regeneration, God will prune, as a 
husbandman does a well-bearing vine, for the final end 
that it may bring forth more fruit The Almighty pruned 
Job in this way, by causing in his providence the loss of 
all earthly things calculated to retard his spiritual growth.. 
Observe, it is God who brings about the effect Man 
must simply bear the fruit as the cause. God will see 
that the effect is rightly produced. 2 Peter i, 8 : “For 
if these things be in you, and abound, they make you 
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that je shall neither be barren nor unfruitful in the 
knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ.” The cause will 
produce the effect 1 Kings hi, 13: ‘‘^And I have also 
given thee that which thou hast not asked, both riches 
and honor; so that there shall not be any among the 
kings like unto thee all thy days.” Here, again, God 
adds extra blessings as the effect^ because Solomon’s ask- 
ing wisdom was the cause. 

(2.) Other blessings in religion as effects plainly accrue 
to us from the use of the prescribed means as the cause, 
such as peace, joy, love, adoption ; the cause being faith 
in God. Why not, therefore, these other blessings per- 
taining to growth? In other words, if God give us all 
we desire, as to inward grace, in answer to saving faith — 
the prescribed means to such attainment — will he not also 
give us all things, as to outward grace, if we have the 
outward religion, namely, if we bear fruit? 

(3.) The analogy of nature teaches us that effects^ as 
results over which we have no control, come from God, 
on the sole condition that we accede to the means to be 
employed. Our use of these means is the cause in each 
case, and we leave all the eiffects and results with God. 
The husbandman sows his wheat, plants his corn, and sets 
out his orchard, as duties wdiich may be termed causes in 
the nature of things devolving on^ himself, but all the 
elFects and results he looks for from the bountiful Giver 
of all blessings, knowing that he himself can do no more. 
“It is God. that giveth the increase,” even in nature as 
well as in grace. 

(e) In what Christian growth consists, as an approxi- 
mation to perfection,* remains to be considered. This we 
understand to be. The utmost effort of all one^s powers to 
INCREASE Mnd ABOUNU in LOVE, SO OS to fulfill the moral 

* By the word perfection, I here mean the utmost point of completion at 
which a faithful Christian can be conceived of arriving by a lifetime’s de- 
votion to G-od. 
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Im) of God as the fruit of Ms justified relation and re- 
generate state. This is our definition of a growth in 
grace or Christian growth. But it must have the touch- 
stone of Scripture applied to give it value and authority. 
‘‘And the Lord make you to increase and around in love 
one toward another, and toward all men, even as we do 
toward you; to the end he may establish your hearts un- 
blamable in holiness before God.^^ 1 Thess. iii, 12. No- 
tice, first, the heart is to increase and abound; second, 
this advancement is to be in lorn ; third, it is for a final 
end, to establish your hearts before him in love, so as to he 
unblamable in holiness. But the apostle goes on in chap, 
iv, 1, to give us more proof : “ Furthermore then we be- 
seech you, brethren, and exhort you by the Lord Jesus, 
that as ye have received of us how ye ought to walk and 
to please God, so ye would abound more and more.’^ 
Verses 9, 10 : “ Ye yourselves are taught of God to love 
one another. And indeed ye do it toward all the breth- 
ren which are in all Macedonia; but we beseech you, 
brethren, that ye increase more and more.’^ We must 
do more in acts of love and mercy to-day than we did 
yesterday, if such is within our power — ‘‘ always abound- 
XNO in the work of the Lord.” 

Prov. iv, 18: “The path of the just is as the shining 
light, that shineth MORE AND MORE unto the perfect day.” 
Observe, it is the patK^ that is, the divinely-appointed way 
of moral living, that gets brighter to him who is justified 
and regenerated, and who walks in this path^ — the moral 
law. He will get daily more capacity of understanding 
in Divine things. 2 Pet. i, 7, 8: “Add ... to 
godliness brotherly-kindness; and to brotherly-kindness 
charity [dLydttrj^^^ love\. For if these things be in you and 
abound.” Here is the point: abound in love and broth- 
erly-kindness, which will exclude every sin forbidden by 
the Decalogue. 2 Cor. ix, 8-10 : “ And God is able to 
make all grace abound toward you; that ye, always 
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having all-sufficiency in all things, may abotind to every 
Eood work. . . . Now he that ministereth seed to 

o 

the sower, both minister bread for your food, and multiply 
your seed sown, and increase the fruits of your right- 
eousness, [dtxacotrtJVTjg^ justification^*^’ Abound TO EVEJRY 
GOOD WORK “ INCREASE THE FRUITS OF YOUR JUSTIFICA- 
TION.’^ To-morrow increase them over what they are to- 
day, inasmuch as more is expected of the child the 
stronger and more sensible it becomes. 

Matt, xiii, 12 : For whosoever hath, to him shall be 
given, and he shall have more ahunda7iee; but whoso- 
ever hath not, from him shall be taken away even that 
he hath.” 

Matt. XXV, 20: Behold I have oained besides them 
five talents more.” Here is the point: keep gaining in 
quantiiyy not in quality. So it is in respect to the growth 
of body and mind, as well as of the morals ; these increase 
in size and extent respectively, but not, so far as we can 
see, in nature. In verse 16 it is said that he “ went and 
traded with the same, [that is, with the five talents as his 
original stock in trade,] and made them other five tal- 
ents.” With what we have, let us keep making more. 
If persons who think that they have no talent for pray- 
ing in their families and in public, would only trade with 
the one that has been given them, so well adapted to cir- 
cles of social conversation about things of less import- 
ance, they might MAKE THAT other talent.” 

Phil, i, 9: “And this I pray, that your love may 
ABOUND yet more AND MORE IN KNOWLEDGE AND IN ALL 
JUDGMENT. ... Being filled with the fruits of right- 
eousness \dixatoffbvri<;^ jiisiificatio7i\ which are by Jesus 
Christ unto the glory and praise of God.” Finally, 
“ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, 
and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind.” Matt, 
xxii,. S7. Here is our service which we owe to God rep- 
resented to us as always to be with the totality of qur 
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powers. But this is required of the ^‘bahe’^ in Christ, 
who in so doing is perfect. He is riXstog, (teleios^) per- 
fect; and, when he has been forty years in the service 
of Christ, he is to serve the Lord with the totality of 
his powers as when a babe, and then he will be riXstog^ 
(teleios,) perfect still. During the forty years of his serv- 
ice to God, his soul never gets any more ptire than when 
first regenerated, because the Divine image, in point of 
purity, can not be surpassed. His experience, knowl- 
edge, and more intimate acquaintance with God have 
established him, together with his having overcome a 
thousand temptations, and in this manner his capacity is 
increased for serving God. His Lord now requires of 
him, in one respect, just what he did when he was a babe 
in Christ, namely, the service of all ” the soul, and 
ALL the mind, and all ” the heart. Nature is teach- 
ing this all the time. This is called in the Christian, 
bearing much fruit.^’ The small and young apple-tree 
may bear fruit to the utmost of its capacity and strength ; 
in some years after when it shall have enlarged, it bears 
fruit, and much more than when young and small ; but it 
now does not exceed its strength nor capacity for bearing 
any more than it did in former years. Nor does the hus- 
bandman expect more from it than according to capacity, 
but he expects more in quantity than he did when the 
tree was of less ability to bear - because of its growth. 
So it is in grace. “Unto whomsoever much is given, of 
him shall be much required.” The man who received the 
two talents did just as much, in one sense, when he 
gained two more, as the one did who gained five. He 
doubled his stock in trade, and that is all the other did. 
In the day of eternity many will say, “ I was afraid, and 
went and hid my talent in the earth;” of whom the Judge 
will say, “ Cast ye the unprofitable servant into outer 
darkness ; there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.” 
While this view of the subject is supported by Divine 
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revelation, showing the true sense in which growth is to 
be understood, as to the moral man, analogy holds the 
same as to the physical man. The child may labor all the 
day to the utmost of its strength, and yet how little manual 
labor will be performed ! When he has grown to be a man 
he may labor no more intensely, to do a day’s work, than 
when a child, and yet the physical man having been devel- 
oped, and having become strong, he does a great deal of 
hard labor in one day. So it is with the child and the man 
mentally. When the youth begins to calculate in figures, 
he labors with all his mental powers to do a question in 
one of the fundamental rules of arithmetic. In many 
instances he fails, and the teacher must help him. As to 
tliinldng^ he has done his utmost. When he grows up, 
liaving overcome and mastered all the rules of arithmetic, 
he enters into the higher abstractions of mathematical cal- 
culation. Now, algebra and the propositions of geometry 
are far more easy to his understanding, so well developed, 
than the simple things of arithmetic were w^hen he was a 
child. The professor of mathematics in the college and 
university expects more mental labor of the pupil in his 
class than the common-school teacher does of the child, yet 
each expects mental labor of the pupil according to capacity. 

The analogy of nature, further, in plants and animals, 
shows, that growth, as an approximation toward complete- 
ness, in the subjects, approaches nearest that complete- 
ness, as our leau ideal of it, when such subjects arrive 
nearest the fulfillment of those natural laws by which 
they are to be judged as complete. Tor in nature there 
must be an ideal standard of some sort, as a law of com- 
pleteness, which must be fulfilled to the perfection of each 
subject respectively. Now, if a moral law, to be kept to 
the utmost of man’s capacity from day to day, be not the 
law by which he shall be adjudged as perfect or as im- 
perfect, in the sight of his Maker, we are not capable of 
defining our position. 
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(/) Let growth in Christianity mean what it may, 
there are nevertheless two conclusions: (1.) That we need 
not be troubled about the effect of well-doing, any more 
than a mourner in Zion need be concerned about being 
happy should God bless him, when his only concern need 
be to believe in his Savior, and God will attend to all the 
results. Let us then see to the cau%e — our keeping the 
moral law — and the effect, in the hand of a faithful God, 
will take care of itself. (2.) We may conclude, let men 
say what they wdll about a growth in grace, the short 
way of telling the whole matter is just to keep the moral 
law, as our duty and as the fruit of justification; then we 
will grow, as certainly as food causes the body to grow 
and exercise in science the mind. Inspired Authority 
seals this truth, If ye keep my commandments, ye shall 
abide in my love.’^ John xv, 10. Now, St. Peter says, 
if we do not add to our faith virtue, knowledge, temper- 
ance, etc., that we shall backslide. But Christ says, in 
the above quotation from John, that we shall abide in 
his love” if we keep his commandments; therefore, the 
keeping of the commandments implies every conceivable 
growth in Christianity, as set forth by Peter. This is 
obvious, as before argued, by keeping the commandments 
with ALL our several powers, 

{g) Finally, it should not be forgotten in this division 
of our conclusion, to notice Christian growth in its con- 
ditional sense. We will first notice growth in the abstract 
as a condition of life. In the vegetable kingdom what is 
here stated holds good. When the flower, the fruit, 
the shrub, the tree, the grass, etc., cease to grow, they 
immediately begin to decay, lose their charm, and die. 
When the animal also, whether man, as such, or the brute 
creation, has attained unto that stage of animal growth 
that he ceases to grow, he then is wiat w^e call past Kis 
prime,” and in a short time life is a burden, and he dies. 
Man, as an intellectual being, is the same in this respect. 
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When he loses his mental vigor, through mere infirmity 
of the flesh, so that his mind becomes too infirm for fur- 
ther growth, we may regard him as near his final end. 
Now, from experience and from our observance of nature, 
as to all things around us, we see that growth, in its sev- 
eral aspects, is absolutely essential to life, is a condition 
of life. So it is as to Christianity. This may be argued, 

(1.) From the consideration that we have already found 
man to be a trinity, that the moral man is one of the 
persons in this trinity, and that without this moral nature 
it is conceded he will not only fail to reach the true 
status of man, according to the received opinion of the 
wisest and best of his race, but he will absolutely fail to 
meet the end of his creation. It is not a mere human 
system of morals that constitutes the true moral man; 
but it is Christianity in earnest, enjoyed and practiced in 
its healthy and saving influences in the soul that identi- 
fies genuine morality. This moral man, we see from an 
analogical stand-point, must grow, or he must die a moral 
death. All nature declares it. 

(2.) Our experience and observation may prove that 
growth is a necessary condition of spiritual life. Thou- 
sands are every year converted to God, and we may say 
that thousands backslide. This is not because they were 
not soundly converted, as some scofiSngly say, who do 
not follow or agree with us on Church usage, as to this 
subject, and who call all our protracted meetings scenes 
of excitement wherein the convert labors under mere 
delusion; for the apostles themselves surely did not delude 
the people, and yet men under their ministry, and even 
that of our Lord, were just as much inclined to backslide 
as they are under the ministry of evangelical preachers 
of our own times. A Church that is truly evangelical in 
its workings need not be surprised if indeed it has some 
backsliders, because through its active operations it slides 
them forward. This may serve as a brief apology in 
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case the Church of our choice should seem to have a 
good proportion of this class. Backsliding, we grant, is 
deplorable ; but does not a Church having no backsliders, 
as historical of its career, or connected with it, look 
rather suspicious? 

But the true reason why men backslide is because they 
do not make use of the means, as the necessary cause of 
Christian and spiritual growth. They thus perish in fail- 
ing to discharge duty; such as reading the Scriptures, 
private prayer, the bearing of every cross, and attention 
especially to the public means of grace — preaching, prayer 
meetings, and the ever-indispensable class meetings of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church, which have always been, 
in the peculiar dispensation of Divine Providence to XJS, 
as so many oa%e% to the Methodist caravan in passing 
over the desert to the New Jerusalem. Many, the fruits 
of whose efforts for novelty would much better characterize 
them than those of their piety, would fain forever abrogate 
the class meeting, and thus settle the Church, at once, in 
that lukewarm state in which there is little or no spirit- 
ual growth. The influence of such candidates for self- 
aggrandizement is about as useful to the Church as tliat 
of John 0. Calhoun was to the State — bringing in their 
nullification bill to break down one of the strongest spir- 
itual pillars in the ecclesiastical government of God on 
earth, to promote moral starvation and spiritual death in 
all the members of the body, to wither the branches of 
the living vine, and quench the fire of heaven already 
burning and blazing on the altar of many thousand hearts. 
What conceivable objection can any man have to meeting 
his brethren once a week, in order to talk about religion, if 
he actually enjoys it? lam actually obliged to make these 
remarks, as one writing in defense of spiritual growth as 
essential to spiritual life. For since growth is an effeety 
we must oppose every thing that would remove its cause. 
Class meetings have ]proved themselves, ^Hime whereof the 
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memory of man runneth not to the contrary/' to be the 
most cardinal feature, not only of Methodism, as a prac- 
tical system, but also of vital godliness and of Christian 
growth. While observation shows us where they are 
attended to in due form at the present day, the members 
of the Church are more pious, better Christians, observe 
the duties of Christianity better, support the ministry 
better, and, in a word, are better every way. 

(3.) Scripture proves that growth in grace is alsolutely 
neeesBary to spiritual life. There can be no stand-point 
in our Christian pilgrimage. Some, it is true, never have 
any other Christian experience than that at some time in 
the past, perhaps ten, twenty, or forty years ago, they 
were blessed, and that is the last of it. But the true 
Christian “ walks by faith.” Our Lord says, “ He that 
abideth in me, the same bringeth forth much fruit.” You 
will observe here, that he who abides in Christ and the 
man who brings forth much fruit are one and the same. 
Again he says, “If a man abide not in me, [which is the 
same as to say, if a man bring not forth much fruit,] he 
is cast forth as a branch and is withered.” “ He that 
lacketh these things is blind, and can not see afar ofiF, 
and hath forgotten that he was purged from his old sins.” 

II. We now take up the second general division of our 
conclusion as to perfection. We notice, 

1. Its attainableness in this life. This has been a ques- 
tion of much dispute. Some hold that it, or entire sancti- 
fication, which is believed to be the same, may be attained 
unto at any period subsequent to justification. Others, 
again, maintain that it is not attainable, as they understand 
it, till death, or about that time. For our own part, we 
think that, as such, it is not attainable at all^ and never 
was possessed by .any man. Our proof has been given in 
the arguments already advanced. Hence much seemingly 
unnecessary contention has existed which, we presume, 
has grown out of a misapprehension of the doctrine. We 
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consider, nevertheless, that Christian perfection and sanc- 
tification, as taught in the Bible, are attainable. If the 
putting away of strange gods; if the serving of God 
alone, as opposed to heathen worship ; if not taking the 
name of God in vain ; if the keeping of the Sabbath-day 
holy; if the honoring of father and mother; if not killing; 
if not bearing false witness against our neighbor; if not 
coveting, are points of Christian character, as the sign of 
justifying faith, to which we can attain in this life, then, 
perfection and sanctification, being virtually the same, and 
both the fruit and sign of regeneration, are attainable be- 
fore death. If these duties can not be performed while we 
live, then, as sure as the parts are equal to the whole, per- 
fection, being their sum, can not be attained in this life. 
It has been before said, that the two graces in question 
are the same. So far as it relates to the keeping of the 
moral law, this holds true; for in obedience to that law, 
they are both embraced, yet a passing observation seems 
needful. Perfection refers, more particularly, to that part 
to be performed within the law which respects our duty 
toward our neighbor, and our advancement in the teach- 
ings of the Bible — the partaking of what is called “ strong 
meat.” Sanctification means more especially that part 
of obedience to the law which respects our abstaining 
from all abominations, so called, and from things which 
are unclean in the sight of God, as idolatry and fornica- 
tion. Not to be perfect, in the abstract, is more particu- 
larly to be wanting in charity toward our fellow-men, and 
to be wanting, generally, in Ohiist-like deeds of mercy. 
Matt. V, 4S-48. Not to be sanctified, is to be contigu- 
ously unclean. 1 Thess. iv, 1-7. Although this distinc- 
tion may be seen in Scripture, and that rather faintly, 
such is not of much account, since both Christian perfec- 
tion and sanctification are included in the one phrase, 
‘^Keep the commandments.” This much we say under 
the first minor division of this part of our conclusion, 
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because every talker and writer on the question has con- 
tended that Christian perfection, according to his own 
views, is either attainable in life, or very little, if at all, 
before death; thereby presenting a difference of opinion, 
and so leaving the question open for further debate. 

2. We argue the possibility of one being perfect in this 
life, in the sense of obedience to the moral law, as the 
proof of his faith, as opposed to the Calvinistic theory 
that man can not keep the law. If we can not keep the 
commandments in this life without breaking them daily, 
in thought, word, and deed,” then, of course, as we 
regard the doctrine, it would not appear to be a grace 
attainable while we live in the body. Calvinistic writers 
on this subject seem to have manifested some weakness. 
We will quote a number of them, as given by ©r. Peck, 
placing the references to their works in parentheses. 
These are none the less untrue, as Calvinistic statements, 
because we take them from Dr. Peck’s book. We do it 
simply for convenience, as he has made his selections and 
quotations with marked care. He says, ‘^Calvinistic 
divines, . , . from the days of the Genevan re- 

former down to the present time, have explicitly denied 
the attainableness, in this life, of the perfection required 
both by the law and by the Gospel^ and have, on the 
other hand, asserted the necessary continuance of sin in 
believers till death. Calvin says, ‘There never has 
been a saint who, surrounded with a body of death, could 
attain to such a degree of love, as to love God with all 
his heart, with all his soul, and with all his mind,’ (In- 
stitutes, book ii, chap, vii, sec. 5.) Witsius says, ‘We 
are not to imagine that any one in this life can attain to 
that perfection which the law of God requires, that, living 
without sin, he should wholly employ himself in the serv- 
ice of God.’ (Economy of the Covenants, Vol. ii, pp. 
55, 56.) Mr. Romaine, in ‘The Experience of every 
true Believer/ says, ‘He desires to keep his thoughts 
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from wandering; he would have his whole heart engaged 
in the duty, but he can notJ* (Treatise on Taith, p. 876.) 

“^Mr. Toplady says, ^Such being the unrelaxing per- 
fection which the law inflexibly requires, it necessarily 
follows that the supposition of possible perfection on earth 
is the most fanatic dream, and most gigantic delusion 
which can whirl in the brain of a human being.^ (Works 
of Aug. Toplady, p. 141.) Dr. John Dick says, ^The 
possibility of perfection in the present state could be 
conceived of only by men who were ignorant of the 
Scripture and of themselves. They must first have low- 
ered the standard of holiness. They must have narrowed 
and abated the demands of the Divine law to meet their 
fancied attainments.^ (Theology, Vol. ii, p. 242.) Rev. 
Charles Buck says, ‘ There is a perfection of degrees^ by 
which a person performs all the commands of God, with 
the full exertion of all his powers, without the least de- 
fect. This is what the law of God requires, but what 
the saints can not attain to in this life.^ (Theological 
Dictionary, Article Berfection.) In addition to these 
authorities, I give the Westminster divines, and the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the Presbyterian Church. The lan- 
guage adopted by the latter from the former, is as fol- 
lows: ‘Q. 149. Is any man able perfectly to keep the 
commandments of Godf Ans. Fo man is able^ either of 
himself, or by any grace received in this life, perfectly 
to keep the commands of God; but doth daily break 
them in thought, word, and deed.’ (Larger Catechism.)'’ 
(Peck’s Christian Perfection Abridged, pp. 88, 89.) Prom 
these quotations we have quite a general view of the Cal- 
vinistic theory of perfection. Since these authors deny 
man’s ability to keep the law, even with the help of a 7 \y 
grace received in this life^^ and since such a denial has a 
direct bearing on the subject of Christian perfection, as 
presented in these several arguments, it behooves to offer 
a few objections to their views. 
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(1.) Their theory is contrary to just theological views 
of God as the Divine Lawgiver. (< 35 ) No legislator would 
think of making laws, of any kind, which the subjects 
Goidd not obey. The very reverse is the case where 
the law-making power is supposed to act with even tol- 
erable respect toward the welfare of its subjects. It 
looks rather suspicious to suppose the Divine Legislator 
to lay down rules of action, in the enacting of his laws, 
with which the subjects for whom they were intended, 
can not comply. This would be reproachful to a human 
legislator. (6) Our knowledge of the Divine attributes 
abhors such a consideration of this question. The wis- 
dom of God, in making laws beyond the ability of his 
subjects to obey, is not a little impeached. Wisdom 
has been defined to be, “knowledge rightly used.’^ But 
to make laws which can not be obeyed, by those for 
whom they were made, seems to imply a great want of 
adaptation of means to the proposed end. Indeed, the 
position here taken, by those who so regard this subject, 
seems to savor more of an indisposition to perfectly obey 
the Divine will than it does to honor its Author. As to 
the love of God, here involved, much more might be said 
than we are now disposed to say. It is enough to observe 
that the whole plan of our redemption originated in the 
love of God. “God so loved the world,” etc. This 
scheme of our recovery affords us eternal salvation em-^ 
inently conditional^ having as its final cause, “ that who- 
soever believeth in him should not perish, but ’have 
everlasting life.” Here is faith in Christ as the condition 
of this salvation, implied in the word “believeth,” a 
faith, too, which must be operative and efiScient, having 
the whole moral law so connected with it as to be “ful- 
filled,” and not to “offend in one point,” lest it render 
one “ guilty of all,” and his faith be “ dead.” Now, if a 
person “offend in one point,” he is “guilty of all” — his 
faith is dead, being without the works of the law, as its 
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proof, and so he must perish; since, according to the 
theory in question, he can not keep the law. The love 
of God is counteracted in which a plan of endless life 
originated, haring such a conditionality in it, on man’s 
part, that he can not comply with it, and hence the very 
plan itself subverts the final end which the attribute of 
love originally proposed. The theory is contrary to the 
love of God, and it seems to overthrow all the final ends 
of mercy as to the eternal salvation of man. As to the 
justice of God, in making laws for man which he can not 
keep, we can not well see why he should inflict ever- 
lasting punishment” as the penalty of transgression, when 
the act was a matter of necessity, 

(2.) The theory is disproved by our ideas of the nature 
of the subjects of law. (a) Law was never enacted by 
any wise legislator for the goveimment of the inferior an- 
imals, or for automatons. (J) It has alw^ays been made 
for man and the higher orders of intelligents, who are free 
moral agents, capable of keeping or of transgressing it; 
that is, they are voluntary subjects. A creature that 
“ can noV^ keep the Divine precepts, but “ doth daily break 
them in thought, word, and deed,” as the Larger Cate- 
chism, above quoted, says, may not be the proper subject 
of such precepts ; for, if necessity is laid upon him to 
break them thus, he is not a fit subject of moral govern- 
ment, as a free, accountable, and intelligent being. If 
he is accountably unable to keep the law, from a neces- 
sity, he is equally incapable of breaking it on the very 
same ground. No moral precept can bind a total idiot; 
for while he can not Iceejp it, neither can he violate it. 

(3.) The theory stands equally against the nature of 
law, and that, too, as enacted by the highest power. 

{a) Laws are made, in general, to be kept, and in no 
instance is this more so than as it respects the Divine 
law. Will any legislative power think of making laws 
that can not be kept ? The holy commandments given to 
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man were designed as certainly to be kept as they were 
designed to be read. If God did not make ns eyes with 
which we can not see, ears with which we can not hear, 
mouths with which we can not speak, teeth with which 
we can not eat, stomachs that will not digest, hands with 
which we can not handle, feet with which we can not 
walk, and hearts with which we can not pray, what right 
have we to think that he gave us laws that we oan not 
keep? Is the God of nature merciful, and the God of 
revelation a tyrant ? Never can we believe this theory 
till we find that the air we breathe can not support life, 
the fire that burns can not give heat, and the water from 
the fountain ca7z not quench thirst. 

(i) To the transgression of law there is punishment 
annexed, whatever kind of law it may be. Every law of 
nature, so far as we know, inflicts its sore but just pen- 
alty as soon as violated, in a greater or less degree. 
This implies that the subject of law is supposed, by every 
fair consideration of the character of the lawgiver, to be 
capable of having brought on its penalty by his own vol- 
untary act, and so regards such penalty as ^fust. Now, 
since endless punishment is the penalty annexed to the 
Divine law, it implies that the subject so punished could 
have done otherwise. For, in the case of any one trans- 
gression of the moral law, by one of its Jit subjects, par- 
don must be procured through Christ, or that soul is 
lost; but if he could not but break the command, from 
stern necessity, on account of his inability to keep it, he 
has no need to ask for pardon, because the Bible does 
not teach any such thing as a compulsory sin ; such a 
thing is a contradiction in terms — it is malum in se. On 
the other hand, Divine justice can not inflict everlasting 
punishment because the subject .could not help himself 
from the transgression. What, then, will we do with the 
case ? We can not say the character in question is an 
idiot, that he oan thus go unpunished, for we have assumed 
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h*m to be a fit subject of moral law and government, 
which can not be said of an idiot. Nor can we say that 
he will be forgiven by Divine prerogative without request, 
for this would grant eternal life to the incorrigibly 
wicked, and ignore repentance and faith. The only solu- 
tion, therefore, of the diflSculty, is, that the theory is mis- 
erably defective. 

(c) The fact that the Bible teaches perfection implies two 
things. First, that this legal perfection must be attained 
either before or after death, since we may conceive of 
death as an instantaneous event, having no element con- 
nected with it calculated to promote our completeness in 
the Divine precepts. It is manifest that our perfection, 
being taught in the Bible, can not take place after death. 
For the Scriptures were given to man as the rule of his 
moral conduct in this life, and not in eternity. Nor can 
we conceive of feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, 
and distribution of alms after death, which things form no 
inconsiderable part in the fulfillment of the moral law. 
Secondly, the theory in hand virtually repudiates the 
Divine law as a revelation. For it is admitted by those 
divines themselves that the perfection of which we speak 
is a legal perfection ; that is, that it consists in a perfect 
obedience to the Decalogue. Now, the Ten Command- 
ments is as much a revelation of certain truths from God 
to man as any portion of the Bible is; and its framing^ 
in the Divine mind presupposes the ideas of right and 
wrong, of perfection and of imperfection being in his 
mind antecedent to his giving the law. But since these 
commandments are a revelation, and actually designed to 
communicate to us the very ideas of perfection, which be- 
fore existed in the mind of God, it follows from the very 
nature of the -human mind, that if it has capacity to un- 
derstand such a revelation, it has also capacity to obey it ; 
for it is a question wholly mental and moral. The obedi- 
ence involved lies wholly within the province of the mind. 
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To say that we can not keep the Divine precepts is either 
to say that we can not understand them, that we can not 
comprehend their import, or that we have no volition at 
all. If the former, why say that the Divine requirements 
are above our powers of obedience, as if we understood 
the law, and had made ourselves its judges? If the lat- 
ter, why imprison the thief for the seemingly involuntary 
act, or hang the murderer? Therefore, the theory seems 
to impeach the Decalogue, as a revelation from Grod, 
when fairly examined, since Calvinists admit, as much as 
Arminians, the ability of the mind to comprehend such 
revelation, but strangely seem to adhere to a kind of 
mental imbecility as to its perfect fulfillment by the voli- 
tion of the same mind. 

(4.) The theory before us is rather unscriptural. God 
has commanded us to keep the law. No part of the Bible 
can be plainer. Fear God and keep his commandments; 
for this is the whole duty of man.” ^^If ye love me, 
keep my commandments.” If thou wilt enter into life, 
keep the commandments.” Our entering into life de- 
pends on our doing just what Calvinists say we can 
not do! 

(5.) The theory is contrary to actual facts, (a) Cer- 
tain persons did keep the commandments of God. Zach- 
arias and Elisabeth “ were both righteous before God, 
walking in all the commandments and ordinances of 
the Lord blameless.” “Noah was . . . perfect.” 
He did “according to all that God commanded him.” 
So might we speak of Job, David, the apostles, prophets, 
and many others. (5) The life of Christ is to be imi- 
tated by all Christians, and he was without sin. In this 
very thing the imitation is to consist; “Be ye therefore 
followers [Greek, imitators^ of God as dear chil- 

dren,” etc. 

(6.) The theory is opposed to the design of the ministe- 
rial oflSce. “ He gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; 
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and some, evangelists ; and some, pastors and teachers ; 
for the PERFECTING of the saints.” This perfecting con- 
sisted in religions instruction calculated to induce, and by 
moral suasion compel them to keep, to the utmost exact- 
ness, all the commandments. 

(7.) The impending opinion, we observe finally, is at- 
tended by dangerous consequences, (a) If it be correct 
that man can not keep the moral law, then the doctrine 
is found in the Bible, and actually constitutes a of 
the Gospel. The minister, therefore, of such a Gospel 
should preach it as a part of his mission; he should de- 
clare it to all nations he should preach it faithfully. 
(h) It is easy to conceive of the fruits of such preaching 
and its tendencies, not only on society in general, but also 
as to vital piety and true Christianity. With due respect 
to its authors and advocates, we really think that it might 
be difiicult for Satan himself to preach a worse doctrine; 
more reproachful to the Divine character, or more baneful 
to human society in its tendencies. Indeed, when that 
grand adversary of God and man sought to ruin the first 
pair, instead of telling them that they could not keep 
the Divine command, as a matter of impossibility, he 
sought, and actually succeeded, in getting them to break 
the law by voluntary act, which shows that they could 
have done otherwise. 

(8.) There are two passages of Scripture in particular 
which Calvinists have used to support the doctrine of the 
necessity of sin in believers. One of these is Eccl. vii, 
20 : For there is not a just man upon earth that doeth 
good, and sinneth not;” the other is 1 Kings viii, 46: 
“For there is no man that sinneth not,” The Princeton 
Review of July, 1842, p. 450, used this language: “Not 
a single text can be adduced, which, properly understood, 
attributes perfection to good men in this life. On the 
contrary, the criminal imperfection of them all is most 
plainly asserted.” And as to the last-quoted passage 
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above, this Review in the same place says, “It is as evi- 
dent from this passage that no one on earth is perfectly 
holy as that any are imperfect.” Dr. Peck, seeing the 
sense in which Calvinists hold these passages, has, we 
think, satisfactorily refuted them; giving, we presume, 
the better translation, according to other texts of the 
Bible throughout, and we think agreeably to the proper 
rule of Hebrew syntax. Therefore, we will quote his 
exposition of both. He says, “In my construction of 
these two passages I appeal to the original; not because 
I undervalue the present authorized version of the Bible. 
I believe it in general to be worthy of all confidence, and* 
on the whole, a better exhibition of the sense of the orig- 
inals than any translation which has been subsequently 
made, or any we are likely very soon to have. But in 
discussing the language of Scripture, in all cases of a dif- 
ference of opinion, the ultimate appeal must be to the 
originals. And our opponents, it must be presumed, will 
not object to this method of discussion, even should it be 
found that the sound of the words, as in the present ver- 
sion, is rather more favorable to their views than the sense 
of the original text. I can scarcely be left to fear that 
critics so learned for such a reason will refuse to be gov- 
erned by well-established laws of exegesis, 1 Kings viii, 
46 : ^«C3n:.-&§b ’p, I render, For there is no man 

who may not sin; and Eccl. vii, 20: Dix '3 

There is not a righteous man upon 
earth who does good and may not sin. The verb to 
sin^ in these passages is in the future, and I render it sub- 
junctively, with the negative particle, may not sin; that 
is, there is no man who is not liable to sin. The rule of 
Hebrew syntax authorizing this rendering, may be found 
in all good Hebrew grammars. I give it from Dr. Nord- 
heimer, as follows: ‘The future form of the verb is fre- 
quently used to predicate the future occurrence of an event 
as dependent either subjectively on the will of the agent or 
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speaker, or ohjectively on external circumstances. This 
form is used subjunctively, to denote contingency, that is, 
to predicate not the positive, but the possible, or probable 
future occurrence of an event, signified in English by the 
auxiliaries, may^ might, etc. ; e. g., bi, what- 

ever thy soul may desire, Deut. xiv, 26; rbnnr? that 
he may instruct us concerning his ways, Isa. ii, 3; 
riDixn na-nx ddS that he may not destroy for you the 
produce of the ground, Mai. iii, 11 ; njn duj 
that the nations may know they (are) men. Psalm ix, 
21, cxix, 115; np hv whatever may happen to me, 
Job xiii, 13, xiv, 6.’* In the application of the rule just 
recited to the passages under consideration, we are sup- 
ported by some of the best critics — Romish, Lutheran, 
Oalvinistic, and Arminian. The Vulgate, or Jerome’s ver- 
sion, has non peocet, may not sin. In the interlineal trans- 
lations in the Antwerp, London, and Paris Polyglots ; in 
Castalio’s, Osiander’s, and Prancis Junius’s versions, we 
have the same; and we have precisely the same rendering 
of the Syriac and Arabic in the London and Paris Poly- 
glots. This result I have arrived at from personal inspec- 
tion of the authorities I quote, and I need not say to the 
scholar, that they present a tide of evidence in favor of 
the version I have given, that it is not easy for the sturdi- 
est spirits to resist. We see here what the best scholars 
of any age since the commencement of the Christian era 
have determined in relation to the proper rendering of the 
original Hebrew text, without any reference at all to the 
question at issue between us and our opponents on the 
subject of the necessary continuance of sin in believers. 
In addition to all this, there is a reason in the context of 
one of the passages in question, which makes our render- 

^ ''See Critical Orammar of the Hebrew Language, Vol. ii, Dependent use 
of the Futurej g 993. See also Stuart’s Hebrew Grammar, ^ 664, (b,) (i)/’ 

The same rule will be found in Rodiger’s Gesenius’s Hebrew Grammar^ 
translated by T. J. Conant, 1858, | 127, S, and heads of Hebrew Gmmmar 
by S. Prideaux Tragelles, LL. D., p, 104. 
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ing necessary to preserve a consistent sense. 1 Kings viii, 
46. The words in question are preceded by ^ if they sin" 
which would be perfectly consistent with the parenthetic 
sentence which follows, as we translate it ; ‘ for there is no 
man who may not sin but would be scarcely at all con- 
sistent with the expression of the sense our opponents 
give the passage. They would have Solomon say, IF they 
siUj for they certainly will sin^ as there is no man who does 
not sin all ms life. What sense would there be in the 
hypothetical sentence ^if they sin^" if indeed there had 
been no if in the case 

We consider the Doctor’s refutation of the necessity of 
a Christian sinning while in the body to be clear, strong, 
and good. 

1 John i, 8 : ^^If we say that we have no sin, we deceive 
ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” This passage has 
also been supposed by Calvinistic writers to teach the nec- 
essary existence of sin in believers; that is, that a Chris- 
tian can not keep the moral law perfectly while in the 
body. Such a notion, however, compared in the abstract 
wdth other passages, must not only prove the theory wrong, 
but also prove a misapprehension of St. John’s words. 
This text is fully and clearly explained by verse 10, which 
says, “ If we say that we have not sinned, we make him a 
liar, and his word is not in us.” This is the interpretation 
given By Mr. Wesley and Dr. Adam Clarke. The former 
says, “ The tenth verse fixes the sense of the eighth.”t 
The latter says, “ This is tantamount to verse ten.”J 

Now, lest our"* Calvinistic brethren think that we ex- 
plain their proof-passage agreeably to our own notions by 
quoting Arminian commentators, we respectfully invite 
their attention to the usus loquendi of the original, which 
may not seem quite so sectarian. The first clause of our 

Peck's Christian Perfection Abridged, pp. 168-160. 
f Plain Account of Christian Perfection, p. 25. 
j Comment in loco. 
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text — we say that we have no sin — stands in the Greek 
thus : 'Edv £?7zco/j.£v oVc dfxaprCav oby^ £yo/j.£v. The Greek 
scholar will see that the last word in this clause is a con- 
jugated form of the verb to have. He will also see 
that this verb often takes an accusative case, and thus 
expresses its meaning pei'iphrastically. Greenfield, in his 
lexicon says, ^^Followed by an accusative ,,, it fo?'ms 
a periphrasis for the verb corresponding to the noun^ Matt, 
vii, 29, Phil, i, 80, Col. ii, 1, et al., freq.’' The passage 
referred to in Matthew reads, “He taught them as one 
having authority s^oufftav sywy^ that is the same as if 
he had said, k^ouffcd^wv^ as exercising authority. The 
passage referred to in Philippians reads, “Having the 
same conflict.” Tov aurdv dyBva £y(ji>T£<;^ that is as if he 
had said, dycovc^o/ievoc, conflicting. So of the text in Co- 
lossians. So Janies ii, 18 : “ Thou hast faith.” Ib TzhTtv 
is the same as Ttcarreoecgy thou believest. The Jews 
said to our Lord, “Thou art not yet fifty years old.” 
nevTTjxovra err] ootzo) hyet^^ fifty years not yet thou hasty which 
is equivalent to an ideal verb which we might suppose, 
having the meaning which our authorized version has 
given it. So vao/ydu eycoy I have quiet, means I a^n quiet. 
Compare the corresponding Latin word habeo, to have. 
Thus : Sahere spem in aliquOy to have hope in any one, 
that is, to rely upon any one, put confidence in one ; and 
habere odium in aliquem, to have hatred against any one, 
means to hate any one. So we say in English, “ I have 
sickness,” “I have my fears,” etc., for I am sich, I am 
afraidy etc. Hence, the usage of the word in our text is 
exactly the same, in sense, as the clause in verse 10: 
^Edv £i 7 t:a)fj.eu Sre oby ^^/laprijxa/xevy if we say that we have not 
sinned. It just agrees with the expositions of Mr. Wes- 
ley and Dr. Adam Clarke. Another passage, which has 
been held in the same sense, is James hi, 2: “Eor in 
many things we offend all.” On this text Dr. Clarke 
says, “ Some have produced these words as a proof that 
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^no man can live without sinning against God;^ for James 
himself, a holy apostle, speaking of himself, all the apos- 
tles, and the whole Church of Christ, says, ^in many 
things ive offend alV This is a very bad and dangerous 
docti'ine; and, pushed to its consequences, would greatly 
affect the credibility of the whole Gospel system. Be- 
sides, were the doctrine as true as it is dangerous and 
false, it is foolish to ground it upon such a text; because 
St. James, after the common mode of all teachers, includes 
himself in his address to his hearers. And were we to 
suppose that here he appears, by the use of the plural 
pronoun^ to include himself, he means to be thus under- 
stood; we must then grant that himself was one of those 
many teacherB who were to receive a great condemnation, 
verse 2; that he was a horse-breaker, because he says 
^we put bits in the horses’ mouths, that they may obey 
m,’ verse 8 ; that Jm tongue was a world of iniquity, and 
set on fire of hell, for he says, ^ So is the tongue among 
our members,’ verse 6; that he cursed men: ^wherewith 
curse we men,’ verse 9. No man possessing common 
sense could imagine that James, or any man of even tol- 
erable morals, could be guilty of those things. But some* 
of those were to whom he wrote; and, to soften his re- 
proofs, and to cause them to enter more deeply into their 


^ Those who believe that sin can and does e^ist in believers till they are 
<< wholly sanctified,’* and who prove their views by such passages as say, 
« For ye are carnal,” 1 Cor. iii, 3, thereby regarding the whole Church as 
carnal, and consequently must be entirely sanctified as a second blessing, 
would do well to notice that Dr. Clarke, incidentally to our argument, just- 
ifies St. James and others from all such sins in this very note, for he says, 
OP THOSE WERE (thuS guilty) TO WHOM HE WROTE;” SO that he by no 
means charges them all as guilty. Therefore, if their objection is valid, 
on the same ground Dr. Clarke is incorrect ; for his remark applies to Ar- 
minians, such as our own writers on Christian perfection, as well as to 
Calvinists. For whether sin in them was free or of necessity does not 
change the fact that it is only attributable to «some,” and these are unbe- 
lievers, and not believers. These observations will apply in all cases where 
our commentators attribute certain sins in the Christian Church to a part 
ONLY, and not to all the Church. 
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hearts, he appears to include himself in his own censure. 
And not one of his readers would understand him as be- 
ing one of the delinquents.” 

The seventh chapter of Romans, where St. Paul speaks 
of one in a certain condition of sin, and speaks in the 
first person, I am carnal, sold under sin 0 wretched 
man that I am ! who shall deliver me from the body of 
this death?’’ has been supposed by some to teach the 
doctrine of sin in believers. This passage either teaches 
the condition of one in the Divine favor, or it does not. 
That is, St. Paul either speaks of himself or of some one 
else. If of himself, since it is conceded that he was m 
the regenerate state when he wrote the Epistle, we may 
conclude, first, that he did not speak of himself, as one 
regenerated and at the same time “sold under sin,” since 
nothing can .be more contradictory to arguments already 
advanced, and to his own statement, where he says, 
“ There is therefore now no condemnation to them which 
are in Christ Jesus.” So he would contradict himself in 
many other passages. Second. According to the gen- 
erally-received opinion that regeneration produces the 
“moral image” of God in the heart, we can not say with 
any degree of consistency, that such a heart is at the 
same time “ carnal,” “ sold,” “ wretched.” Third. Such a 
notion is contrary to our views of an inspired man; for 
we are taught that the inspired men, such as St. Paul 
was, were “holy men,” and that they were “moved by 
the Holy Ghost.” But to be at the same time “ carnal,” 
“sold under sin,” looks exceedingly inconsistent with our 
ideas of the apostle -writing by the inspiration of the 
Holy Spirit. Fourth. Such a view of the passage would 
be wholly contrary to the context, and to the general 
scope of the Epistle, For it asks the question, “ How shall 
we that are dead to sin, live any longer therein ?” Fifth. 
We think Rev. Richard Watson is here correct. He says, 
“It is somewhat singular, that divines of the Calvinistic 
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school should be almost uniformly the zealous advocates 
of the doctrine of the continuance of indwelling sin till 
death ; hut it is but justice to say, that several of them 
have as zealously denied that the apostle, in the seventh 
chapter of Eomans, describes the state of one who is 
justified by faith in Christ, and very properly consider 
the case there spoken of as that of one struggling in 
LEOAL bondage, and brought to that point of self-despair 
and of conviction of sin and helplessness which must 
always precede an entire trust in the merits of Christ’s 
death, and the power of his salvation.”^ Mr. Wesley on 
this text says, The character here assumed is that of a 
man, first, ignorant of the law, then under it, and sin- 
cerely but ineffectually striving to serve God. To have 
spoken this of himself, or of any teue believer, f would 
have been foreign to the whole scope of his discourse; 
nay, utterly contrary thereto; as well as to what is ex- 
pressly asserted. Chap, viii, 2/’ (Note in looo,) Mr. 
Benson quotes, Mr. Wesley verbatim; Dr. Adam Clarke is 
to the same effect. SixtL It is unnecessary to mention 
texts of a similar kind any further ; for the Bible, thus 
far, maintains its consistency, and on a fair interpretation 
can no more contradict itself than the orbs of heaven can 
conflict. The different authors of our Church have well 
defended the doctrine of a perfect legal obedience against 
the theory in question, who may be consulted at any time 
with profit. 

3. The third minor division of this second part of our 
conclusion, is to notice, that Christian perfection properly 
understood is practical, 

(a) It is a doctrine practical as any other as to the 

* Institutes, Vol. ii, chap. xxix. 

f Mr. Wesley’s words here are in our favor against the Calvinists, and we 
think he is correct in this note. But can we reconcile him with himself 
where, speaking of one justified, he says, Yet sin remains in him, yea, 
the seed of all sin, till he is sanctified throughout ?” (Plain Account of 
Christian Perfection, p. 48.) 


51 
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pulpit What minister of the Gospel is there who can 
not preach the observance of the moral law, as Christ and 
his disciples did, as the proof of regeneration ? This 
would be preaching Christian perfection, as has been 
shown from the beginning of this work. Let the min- 
ister of the Gospel enforce each command of the Deca- 
logue. In doing so he enforces Christian perfection and 
sanctification, both which, as themes for the pulpit, are 
plain to any man who is honest with that God from whom 
he professes to have received the divine commission to 
preach the Gospel, a part of which is the enforcing of 
the moral law in every point, which, of course, is prac- 
tical But perfection, as it has been believed and taught 
heretofore by our Church, is not a practical doctrine, as 
to the pulpit For, on account of its darkness as a doc- 
trine, the preachers themselves have not been able to 
comprehend it, as a theory, or enjoy it as a blessing of 
practical and experimental utility; and being in the dark 
they have not been able to preach it as a distinct work 
of grace to others. Our own diflSiculty has been, that 
while we have satisfactorily understood our authors, as to 
their view of the subject set forth in their works, vre have 
not found it taught in the Scriptures, so as to afford a 
clew to preach it ; nor have we ever had the satisfaction 
to hear another preach it. In this respect our Church, as 
a body of ministers, have followed the great Teacher very 
well, generally. But the doctrine is even questioned, to 
a considerable degree, by the ministry, as occasional ar- 
ticles in the Church periodicals on perfection, or entire 
sanctification, lead us to suspect. Besides this, our per- 
sonal acquaintance with many able and practical theolo- 
gians, for several years past, has introduced us into many 
a circle of pleasant, but we may say very unsatisfactory 
conversation, as to the received theory on account of its 
profound obscurity. 

In support of the impracticahihty of the doctrine, now 
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in hand, we offer the words of one of the Bishops in 
ojQSce, when written, who was an admirer of what is termed 
entire sanctification. Dr. Peck having written his book 
on Christian Perfection,” Bishop Hamline wrote a rec- 
ommendation of the woi'k, which was first published in 
the Western Christian Advocate, when Dr. Charles Elliott 
was editor of that paper. This recommendation was after- 
ward published in Dr. Peck’s book, from which we will 
give an extract: ‘^Brother Elliott, — Probably this 
book has obtained a circulation in some parts of the 
Methodist Church commensurate with its value; but in 
other regions it is scarcely yet introduced among the peo- 
ple, and even some of the preachers have not read it. 
This I regret, as I am confident that the cause of vital 
religion would be extensively subserved by its being gen- 
erally perused in a spirit of serious inquiry after truth. 
No weighty Christian doctrine inculcated in our standard 
works, and preached by our ministers, has so sionally 
RAILED to exert its proper practical effects on the Church 
as that of Christian perfection. The doctrine of original 
sin is so believed by a million of our members as to have 
impressed on their consciences a distressing conviction of 
their depravity and their utter helplessness. The doctrine 
of atonement is so preached that hundreds of thousands 
have struggled not in vain to plunge in the fountain for 
sin and uncleanness. The doctrine of regeneration by 
the Holy Spirit is so inculcated that by far the largest 
portion of our members are born of the Holy Ghost, In 
a word, every cardinal doctrine embraced in our creed, 
and in our pastoral ministrations, seems to be extensively 
and encouragingly practical, except that of Christian 
Perfection. This last seems to be a mere speculation 
IN THE Church, so far as forty-kine-fiftieths of her 
members are concerned. Were any other important doc- 
trine, confessedly experimental in its aims, to gain so lit- 
tle influence over our members, we would be thrown into 
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a state bordering on despair, and should be in danger of 
concluding either that the doctrine itself is false, or that 
the Church is almost UNlVEBSALLy skeptical in regard 
to it. What if not more than ONE in forty or fifty of 
our members were convicted of sin, or were regenerated 
and pardoned! Yet the doctrine in question is confessed 
to be as practical in its aims, and as available for Chris- 
tian comfort and advancement, as any doctrine of reve- 
lation. While it is practical with one among scores, it 
is intended to be so with every regenerated member of 
the Church; and why it is not is an important question. 
Doubtless one reason is, that no other doctrine of its 
class is so uninfluential on the ministry. Our preachers, 
for the most part, do not enjoy perfect love. I believe a 
great number of- them are seeking it ; and a much larger 
proportion of them than the private members enjoy it. 
Yet the majority of them are without it, and striving to 
preach the Gospel without it. But how can they preach 
this doctrine of the Gospel while it is inoperative in their 
own hearts? Their successful vinhioation of the 
DOCTRINE IS self-reproach. Themselves are condemned 
by every forcible appeal they make to the people on 
this subject. How can they urge others forward while 
they stand back ? How reprove while themselves need 
reproof? ‘ Thou that sayest a man should not steal, dost 
thou steal?’ is an interrogation just as suitable in this 
case as where outward acts or morals are concerned. 
But another reason why the doctrine of Christian perfec- 
tion is not more practical is the want of information. 
The doctrine has been much abused. Especially of late, 
the ^Perfectionists,’ and — ^between them as in the extreme 
of error, and the Wesleyans, who take their views from 
the Bible — a great variety of errorists have so industri- 
ously propagated opinions more or less variant — but not 
grossly — from the Scriptures, that it requires careful and 
industrious study to distinguish truth from error, and 
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settle the mind in a clear and steadfast apprehension of 
the nature and importance of this doctrine.^’ 

So says the Bishop, as to the impracticability of Chris- 
tian perfection, as it has been taught. Although these 
words had reference to the impracticability of the doc- 
trine, as such, about the time that Dr. Peck’s book first 
appeared, although that book served a good purpose since 
its publication, as opposed to neceBsary transgression of the 
Divine law taught by some, yet, as to the true, practical, 
and Scriptural theory, the world seems to be little, if any, 
wiser from his book than before it was written. He left 
both his friends and his opponents in the dark as to the 
main issue, while in some things held by the latter, he 
proved himself more than, their match. The General 
Conference, we are aware, has recognized the book in the 
Course of Study ” for ministers, more, no doubt, from 
a want of a clearer exegesis of the subject, than from 
any truly theoretical and practical characteristics belong- 
ing to the work. These thoughts are not premature; for 
the book has been respectfully read and studied, and our 
objections to the whole theory duly described in former 
arguments. But what has the Bishop taught us by way 
of recommendation to the Doctor’s work, but simply that 
the doctrine is sorrowfully impracticable? He admits, 
(1.) That every cardinal doctrine embraced in our creed 
and in our paetoral minietrations seems to he eosiensively 
and encouragingly practical, except that op Christian 
PERFECTION. (2.) ThAT OUB PREACHERS, FOR THE MOST 
PART, no NOT ENJOY PERFECT LOVE. (S.) It IS INOPERA- 
TIVE ON THEIR OWN HEARTS. (4.) ThBIR SUCCESSFUL 
VINDICATION OF THE DOCTRINE IS SELF-REPROACH. We 
learn from these statements, although designed for a 
^^recommendation,” that the doctrine as held by the 
Bishop and his compeers, is impTaciicaUe as a pulpit 
theme almost absolutely even in Ais estimation. 

(6) Christian perfection, if properly understood, is prac^ 
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tical in its profession. If any one keep the command- 
ments of God, as the fruit of inward purity, that person 
is perfect, as already shown. What professing Christian 
can not do this, if he will, with the help of that Divine 
grace which is never withheld? Christian perfection, 
therefore, is as practical as is the keeping of the Sab- 
bath day holy ; for the former is but the genus of which 
the latter is a species. But if it be a work in the heart 
subsequent to regeneration, it is, as to its profession in 
Christian life, absolutely impracticable. The Bishop says. 
Our preachers for the most part do not enjoy perfect love. 
I believe a great muniher of them are seeking it; aoid a 
much larger proportion of them than the private members 
enjoy it. Yet the majority of them are without it. This 
is very true, and all the statements of the Bishop, in his 
recommendation, we regard as true to the letter, and as 
much so now as when he wrote it, except where he says 
a proportion of the preachers “ enjoy it.” We have been 
preaching according to the best of our ability for twelve 
years, and we confess with the Bishop, that although the 
self-reproach of its suogbsspul vindication we have never 
felt, we have, nevertheless, more than once felt self-re- 
proach for trying to prepare a sermon on it, on account 
of its impenetrable darkness as a theory. Nor have we 
ever found more than one preacher, of our own personal 
acquaintance, who professed it. We have heard and read 
of several who did; nor have we ever found a man who, 
either in private conversation or as an expounder in the 
pulpit, could satisfactorily defend and set forth this doc- 
trine, Yerily, ^Hhe majority of them are without UP' 
while all those who have written on the subject fi’om the 
days of Mr. John Wesley to the present, as far as we 
know, have left us what many able and impartial thinkers 
regard as dissatisfactory and confused views of the doc- 
trine. The private members of the Church can not un- 
derstand it, when their preachers, their more intelligent 
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teachers, can not. “ The disciple is not above his mas- 
ter.” Those who hold to perfection, as such, claim that 
it is absolutely essential to final salvation, although they 
claim that regeneration is suflBcient! And since it is 
taught to us so completely in the dark, and it the great 
important doctrine, so held, its utter obscurity, theoret- 
ically and practically, both as a pulpit theme and as to 
its enjoyment in the heart, is, to us at least, a suflScient 
presumption against such a doctrine having any exist- 
ence in the Bible; for it is highly presumable that if it is 
the great doctrine as to man’s eternal salvation, God 
would have revealed it most plainly of all. And this is 
really the case as to regeneration, the only inward work 
of grace, and as to the observance of the Divine law as 
its fruits- Reader, please observe particularly that these 
two things are more clearly, forcibly, eoctensively, and elab- 
orately taught in the Holy Scriptures, than perhaps all 
other doctrines, put together. And why ? Because they 
contain the SUM total of our duty toward both God and 
our fellows. 

4. A fourth consideration, under the second part of our 
conclusion, will show that perfection properly understood is 
USEFUL. I mean that it is serviceable, profitable. This 
can not be said of that theory of perfection which some 
hold; for it is not useful to the preacher as a theme for 
the pulpit — ^he fails to preach it. He feels ^‘self-re- 
proach ” if he touches it. It is not useful to him as a 
blessing — ^he fails to enjoy it. He seeks for it to end his 
pursuit in disappointment. It is not useful to the mem- 
bers of the Church, for, says Mr. Hamline, It se&ms to be 
a mere speculation in the Church, so far as forty-nine-fif- 
tieths of her mmUbers are concerned. Were any other im- 
portant doctrine, confessedly experimental m its aim, to 
gain so little influence over our members, we should be 
thrown into a state bordering on despair, and should be in 
danger of concluding either that the doctrine itsdf is false, 
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or that the Church is almost universally skeptical in regard 
to it. What if not more than one in forty or fifty of our 
members were convicted of sin^ or were regenerated and 
pardoned I 

Such is the mournful cry of one of the strong advo- 
cates of this doctrine. How can such be useful ? How 
serviceable or profitable ? Can a ‘‘ mere speculation be 
useful as a doctrine either to enlighten, comfort, or edify ? 
The same writer speaks of the doctrine, as it is held, as 
being practical in its aims^^ No one doubts this. The 
finger-boards on the tree, pointing to the town ahead, is 
also practical in its aims; but the place it points to is 
always ahead. So is this; the great, high stand-point at 
which it aims is always ahead of the inscription. The 
Christian traveler can never reach the extra-regenerated 
goal, and prove that the doctrine is useful or beneficial. 
But if the true doctrine be understood, as the observance 
of the moral law in every point to the utmost of our ca- 
pacity to understand, and power to obey, as the proof of 
a regenerated soul, then the doctrine is useful, profitable, 
beneficial, good, and plain to all. It must be so, being 
so comprehensible, practical, and fully taught. 

To those who have professed entire sanctification, as 
they term it, we would most kindly pay a tribute of 
respect in the close of these arguments. Perhaps you 
may think that we have lowered the standard of holiness, 
and of Bible doctrine as to inward Christian purity. 
Nay, perhaps your standard has been too high. We 
think this has been the case as to the manner of speaking 
it, as to the way of obtaining it, as to the habit of rep- 
resenting it, either as a continuation of God’s work in 
the soul, of which regeneration is but the beginning, or 
as a subsequent and distinct work. In a relative respect, 
it has thus been regarded as something much superior to 
the new birth. But all the descriptions of the blessing 
that we have ever seen, as it respects it as an inward 
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wort, and as to its fruits, rise no higher than regenera- 
tion and fall just as low. The view herein given of the 
heart of one born of God, we hold to be as great, as 
complete, as thorough in every respect as any man can 
describe his views of entire sanctification to be. Even 
Mr. Watson, in his Theological Dictionary, as before 
shown, could not describe the latter state of grace, as he 
understood it, as any greater than the former. Let us 
further inquire of you, Do you profess entire sanctifica- 
tion as such ? By what particular point of obedience did 
you obtain it? What extra quality or characteristic has 
it? Did you obtain it by faith, the condition made known 
to Abraham? Did you obtain it through the merits of 
the blood of Christ, the Messiah promised to Abraham and 
his seed? Is your heart now, as to purity, more than in 
the image of God?'^ Have you more than the witness 
of the Spirit as to your acceptance with God ? Are you 
now more than a son of God? In bearing the fruits of 
a true Christian, do you do more than fulfill the moral 
law to the utmost of all your powers of body and spirit? 
If you can not answer these questions otherwise than a 
merely regenerated man would, we would finally ask. 
Does not your blessing of such a very high order look 
very much like regeneration? But to return. 

Perfection may be preached and enforced practically so 
as to oppose all wrongs among men toward one another* 
It can be preached all the time, and to all men, unto the 
destruction of all sin. The sainted author of the Plain 
Account of Christian Perfection asks, “ In what manner 
should we preach sanctification ?^^ and answers, “ Scarce 
at all to those who are not pressing forward; to those 
who are, always by way of promise.” (Page 49.) What a 
misapprehension ! How strange that any doctrine of the 
Bible should be held in such a singular sanctity as to be 
preached scarce at all I If as individuals, or as a Church, 
we would be perfect, we must preach it. This we can do 
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in the same manner as Christ and his apostles did; 
namely, preach expressly against every conceivable sin 
•which the Decalogue would forbid; enforce every minor 
precept coming under the same moral code. Why has 
Christianity made, comparatively, so little progress in 
eighteen hundred and sixty-four years? Many reasons 
might be given; doubtless one is, because comparatively 
few of its ministers were born of the Holy Spirit, and 
endued vuth power from on High and a far less num- 
ber still can say, I have not shunned to declare unto 
you the whole counsel of God.^^ We do not say that 
hundreds of ministers have fulfilled their time in places 
where in the providence of God they were sent to preach, 
but have not fulfilled their minutry^ that they have pleased 
the ‘^itching ears” of the highly fastidious, without so 
much as once making plainly known to them God’s 
infinite hatred of sin, and the awful danger of the sin- 
ner! ‘^By their fruits ye shall know them.” These are 
not noted for great revivals of religion in their respective 
fields of labor. Let us then abhor idolatry and teach 
others to do so. Let us denounce that common and un- 
blushing profanity of taking God’s holy name in vain. 
Let us speak plainly against Sabbath-breaking. Let us 
be faithful in teaching honor to parents. Let us denounce 
murder, whether by means of a deadly weapon directly^ 
or by the lurking, mean, indirect, but frequent and sure 
method of the rum-seller. Hor should we forget to ex- 
pose the crime of theft ; and abundantly warn the covet- 
ous, suffering them not to forget that 'rif any man love 
the world, the love of the Father is not in him.” We, if 
the true ministers of Christ, must come out plainly before 
the world and for God, and let all men know that ‘‘the 
LAW is not made for a righteous man, but for the lawless 
and disobedient, for the ungodly and for sinners, for un- 
holy and profane, for murderers of fathers and murder- 
ers of mothers, for manslayers, for WHOBEMONaERS, for 
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them that defile themselves with mankind, for men- 
STEALERS, for LIARS, for PERJURED persons, and if there 
be any other thing that is contrary to sound doctrine.’’ 
There are many professing Christians who would be per- 
fect^ if judged by their words, whose daily walk and 
business transactions the inflexible law of God would de- 
nounce. Nor can it be said that like peculiarities are 
always wanting in public bodies and organizations of men, 
whether religious or political. Is there no disposition to 
supplant — to act unbecoming the Gospel in almost every 
conceivable way where love, the effulgence of the God- 
head, would throw the shield of brotherly-kindness athwart 
the interests of selfishness ? Are not the leading spir- 
its” in such organizations rather thus addicted on some 
occasions — the ones most officious — ^the aspirants? Are 
not proper offices of political and religious trust, in such 
cases, prostituted for self-aggrandizement, perhaps at the 
ruination of their equals, though mere inferiors in office, 
under the vain impression that the trickery is unperceived 
by the manly and just? Is it not a fact that all the 
popularity and greatness that belong to some are merely 
relative^ being obtained, not by the praiseworthy eleva- 
tion of themselves in all that is laudable, but by the 
depression of those who are around them? In speak- 
ing of these, however, deserving just rebuke, we do 
not intend to say that they are like the chivalrous con- 
federates, who undertook to elevate themselves to thrones 
erected upon the oppression of their downtrodden equals, 
nor that their delusion will eventually appear as great. 
He who would blot out the star of another’s Ijope, not 
only eclipses forever his own sun, but he winks at the 
wholesome exhortation, ^^Let each esteem other better 
than themselves.” Ah! heaven-born precept, rarely 
adopted son of earth, thou art perfection. But let such 
as profess that religion whence this golden maxim comes, 
practice it. Let them remember, “ All things whatsoever 
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ye would that men should do to you, do ye even so to 
them; for this is the law and the prophets/' “Thou 
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” Need it be repeated 
that this is perfection — that it is sanctification ? In lieu 
of repetition it is enough to say there is no other. 

When will the Christian world, professedly so called, 
learn to lay aside the hypocritical cloak of Judas and put 
on the pure raiment of our dear Lord and Savior Jesus 
Christ ? 0 God ! hasten the day. The fact, however, is 

not forgotten that there are a hallowed few who “ walk in 
all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blame- 
less,” We would not at all disparage; we mean in all 
godly jealousy toward the Christian world, to provoke to 
faith and good works. We give the entire world due 
credit for all the sanctified. But must not the friends of 
Christian perfection, as taught in the Bible, come out and 
practice and enforce the moral law as Christ and his 
apostles have commanded? Can any one fairly object to 
this theory of a question so important, which herein is, 
perhaps, more extensively argued, and proof-passages in 
favor of other views more fully weighed and disproved, 
than have been in any book on the subject, so far as our 
knowledge extends? Should any one object to our posi- 
tion, upon the whole, the very fact of his objection will 
be taken as presumptive evidence, if not prima facie, 
that our view is defective. We shall, therefore, regard 
him as a very pious man, whose devotion to God is cir- 
cumscribed by our limited views of the Divine require- 
ment, so that he has not room enough to be suflSciently 
religious, who is aiming to be inwardly more pure than 
what is meant by the soul being in the “image of God,” 
and whose external deportment, measured by the Divine 
law, would reach forth to works of supererogation. At 
all events, we suggest that it might be profitable for him 
to prove by experience the standard winch we have laid 
down before he wage his objection. If our views have 
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been so presented in these arguments as to merit the 
acknowledgment of accuracy, will any Christian minister 
forbear to preach and even profess Christian perfection ? 
Does any minister desire to be perfect, and at the same 
time manifest signs of shame and fear to declare the whole 
moral law in its minute bearings to wicked and erring 
men ? Or does he for the sake of a temporary earthly 
popularity, starve immortal souls attempting to feed them 
flowers, while the rich fruits of the Oospel he withholds ? 
It is plain and pointed preaching that does the execution. 
‘^Preach the Word.’’ It is quick and powerful.” The 
world will never be converted to God till his ministers 
faithfully, fearlessly, and unmovably preach the Bible to 
the people. If the Christian ministry with one voice had 
faithfully preached against the godless system of Ameri- 
can slavery from the very beginning of that “ sum of all 
villainies” among us, this rebellion, its heaven-sent pen- 
alty, would have been unknown and unfelt by this gener- 
ation. The vengeful stroke is just. The law that was 
made for men-steaUrs^^ must be executed. If the 
Christian minister refuse to preach God’s holy law 
against the sins of both Church and State, he will feel 
the penalty thereof. “If thou dost not speak to warn 
the wicked from his way, that wicked man shall die in his 
iniquity; but his blood will I require at thine hand.” 
Ezek. xxxiii, 8. Had the prophet lived in our day, he 
probably would have found some in the Church who would 
coolly dictate to him how he should preach, so as not to 
interfere with the “Divine right” of slavery; who are of 
such tender conscience as to absolutely refuse to subscribe 
for a periodical in their Church that would interfere with 
this “ sacred institution ” — ^the last relic of heathenism, 
and the sum of barbarity and injustice. What vague 
ideas such men have of Christian perfection! Would 
such like to be slaves themselves ? If so, we would not 
so much blame them. If not, “Whatsoever ye would 
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that men should do unto you, do ye even so to them ; for 
this is the law and the prophets.” The Church and the 
world want men to-day, more than ever they were wanted, 
who are suflSciently honest with God, and sincere in their 
calling, to preach, as the Scripture teaches, justification by 
works. He who will not do it regardless of the frowns of 
the world, will not preach Christian perfection. They are 
identical. We thank God there are some who do this. We 
need more; those, too, who will execute practical Disci- 
pline, and enforce the “ General Rules.” The Church in 
all her sister branches will be unsanctified till the trans- 
gression of any one of the .moral laws of God, or of any 
precept contained therein, such as would exclude from 
the kingdom of grace and glory,”' be the cause of expul- 
sion, and their exact observance the rigid test of member- 
ship. Thqn will the Church be a chosen generation, a 
royal priesthood, an holt nation, a peculiar people ; that 
ye should show forth the praises of Him who hath called 
you out of darkness into his marvelous light.” Amen. 


THE END. 
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